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FISCAL YEAR 2006 DRUG CONTROL BUDGET 
AND THE BYRNE GRANT, HIDTA AND 
OTHER LAW ENFORCEMENT PROGRAMS: 
ARE WE JEOPARDIZING FEDERAL, STATE 
AND LOCAL COOPERATION? 


THURSDAY, MARCH 10, 2005 

House of Representatives, 

Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, 

AND Human Resources, 
Committee on Government Reform, 

Washington, DC. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 2 p.m., in room 
2154, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Souder (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives: Souder, Cummings, Watson and Nor- 
ton. 

Staff present: J. Marc Wheat, staff director; Nicholas Coleman, 
professional staff member and counsel; David Thomasson and Pat 
DeQuattro, congressional fellows; Malia Holst, clerk; Andrew Su, 
minority professional staff member; and Jean Gosa, minority clerk. 

Mr. Souder. The subcommittee will now come to order. 

Good afternoon and thank you all for coming. This hearing is the 
second in a series of hearings providing oversight of the President’s 
budget proposals for drug control programs as well as for legisla- 
tion to reauthorize the Office of National Drug Control Policy and 
the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas program. 

This hearing will focus on the President’s proposed changes to 
some very important drug enforcement programs. The administra- 
tion released its budget proposal for all Federal programs for fiscal 
year 2006 last month. One of the most significant policies reflected 
in that budget is a proposal to cut most Federal support for State 
and local drug enforcement. Among other things, the administra- 
tion is proposing to eliminate the Byrne Grant to State and local 
law enforcement, to cut the HIDTA Program by more than 50 per- 
cent and transfer its remaining funds to the Justice Department’s 
Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force program, to cut 
the “Meth Hot Spots’FE administered by the Justice Department’s 
Community Oriented Policing Services office by more than 60 per- 
cent, and to significantly reduce the funding for the Counterdrug 
Technology Assessment Center Technology Transfer program. 

The subcommittee shares some of the administration’s concerns 
about excessive or misdirected Federal support to local agencies. It 
is certainly true that Federal dollars should not be spent on purely 

( 1 ) 
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local concerns in the form of pork barrel funding. Rather, they 
should be tied to clear, national priorities. Similarly, Congress 
must be careful not to make State and local agencies too dependent 
on Federal dollars as these agencies must remain under the control 
of and respond to the needs of State and local taxpayers. State and 
local governments have a responsibility to fund their own counter 
narcotics efforts. 

That being said, it does not follow that all Federal assistance to 
State and local agencies lacks national impact. State and local law 
enforcement personnel are fighting on the front lines in the strug- 
gle to stop drug trafficking. They make over 90 percent of drug-re- 
lated arrests and seizures. They have a wealth of intelligence that 
could be very valuable if shared with Federal authorities. Federal 
assistance to these agencies can have a major positive impact by 
involving them in national goals and enforcement, treatment and 
prevention. The proper solution is to propose reforms to the pro- 
grams rather than simply cutting them out. 

We hope at this hearing to address these broader issues and to 
review the administration’s specific proposals for certain key pro- 
grams. First among them is the HIDTA Program. This program 
was created in 1990 to help reduce the Nation’s overall supply of 
illegal drugs by bringing together Federal, State and local law en- 
forcement agencies in the most significant regions each referred to 
as a HIDTA, High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area where drugs 
were created, smuggled or distributed. 

Under the current law, the Director of ONDCP may designate 
certain areas as HIDTAs making them eligible for Federal funding. 
That funding is administered locally by an executive board made 
up of equal representation of Federal agencies on one side and 
State and local agencies on the other. As the budget’s program has 
grown from only $25 million at its inception, to $228,350,000 in fis- 
cal year 2005. The number of designated regions has grown as well, 
from the initial five HIDTAs in 1990, the program has expanded 
to 28 HIDTAs and pressure is building in Congress to create even 
more. 

As the program has expanded, its focus has frequently drifted 
from activities that are truly targeted at the national supply of 
drugs to activities with primarily a regional or local impact. Con- 
gress itself has exacerbated the problem by refusing to allow 
ONDCP sufficient discretion over the program’s budget. For many 
years, appropriations bills have forbidden ONDCP from funding at 
below its previous year’s level effectively locking in $206 million of 
its budget. ONDCP has had true discretion over less than 10 per- 
cent of the program’s funds. 

In response to these difficulties, the administration has proposed 
cutting the program’s budget from fiscal years 2005 at an active 
level of $228,350,000 to $100 million. Even more significantly, the 
administration has requested that the remaining $100 million be 
funded through the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task 
Force, a Department of Justice program. If enacted, this proposal 
would effectively terminate the current HIDTA program and more 
or less eliminate the Drug Czar’s Office. 

The subcommittee agrees with the administration that the 
HIDTA Program is in need of some reform. The administration’s 
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proposal, however, is both premature and too sweeping. First, the 
program cannot and should not be transferred in hold or in part 
to OCDETF without authorizing legislation. Such legislation is 
needed to define the goals of the program and the means of its im- 
plementation. 

Second, the subcommittee is mindful of the serious disruption of 
drug enforcement activities in the individual HIDTAs that this 
sweeping proposal would create, at least in the short term. It would 
be very undesirable for the Federal Government to take action that 
drives away State and local participants. The subcommittee will, 
however, carefully study the administration’s proposal as it contin- 
ues to work on the reauthorization of HIDTA and ONDCP. 

Today’s hearing will also review the CTAC Program which was 
established in 1990 to oversee and coordinate the Federal Govern- 
ment’s anti-drug research and development. The administration is 
requesting only $30 million for the CTAC Program, a sharp de- 
crease from the $40 million requested from fiscal year 2005 and the 
$42 million appropriated by Congress. The proposed decreases 
would cut the research program nearly in half from $18 million to 
$10 million while reducing the technology transfer program by $4 
million from $24 million to $20 million. 

The program is certainly in need of greater direction and over- 
sight. ONIICP has not yet demonstrated that the technology trans- 
fer program supports national goals in reducing overall drug traf- 
ficking and improving interagency communication and cooperation. 
Such dramatic cuts, however, do not amount to reform. They will 
only exacerbate the tensions within the program. 

As with HIDTA, the subcommittee intends to review the CTAC 
Program and its future as it continues its work on the reauthoriza- 
tion of ONDCP and its programs. The subcommittee has concerns 
about the proposed reduction in the COPS “Meth Hot Spots’FE 
dedicated to local law enforcement activities against methamphet- 
amine trafficking. Methamphetamine abuse has ravaged commu- 
nities across the United States and put several severe strains on 
State and local law enforcement agencies forced to find clandestine 
drug labs, clean up the environmental damage they create and ar- 
rest the drug trafficking rings that operate them. 

To assist these overburdened agencies. Congress approved 
$54,050,000 in fiscal year 2004 and $52,556,000 in fiscal year 2005. 
The administration is requesting only $20 million for the fiscal 
year 2006, identical to their last year’s request which was more 
than doubled, a cut of more than 60 percent from the appropriated 
funds from last year. This would greatly reduce the ability of State 
and local law enforcement agencies to help their Eederal partners 
in reducing methamphetamine abuse particularly given the pro- 
posed overall reduction in State and local law enforcement assist- 
ance grants. 

The subcommittee also has serious concerns about the adminis- 
tration’s proposal to terminate the State grants component of the 
Edward Byrne Memorial Justice Grant Program. Congress already 
complied with the administration’s request to consolidate pre- 
viously separate grants programs into a single Byrne Grant Pro- 
gram. The administration now proposes to eliminate the $634 mil- 
lion that Congress appropriated last year for the Byrne grants and 
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restrict Federal to a series of enumerated grants most of which are 
previously existing programs under a “Justice Assistance Ac- 
count. ’FE In practice, this will sharply limit the amount of money 
available to help State and local agencies. 

The subcommittee shares the administration’s concerns about ex- 
cessive Federal subsidization of State and local law enforcement. 
The administration’s proposed cuts, however, would create massive 
shortfalls in the budget of State and local law enforcement agencies 
across the country. I believe the administration should instead pro- 
pose reforms where needed to some of the Federal Government’s 
assistance grants. 

We have quite a mix of witnesses with us today and we would 
especially like to welcome all the representatives of the Federal, 
State and local law enforcement community joining us here at this 
time. From the Department of Justice on our first panel, we will 
hear from Tracy Henke, Deputy Associate Attorney General at the 
Office of Justice Programs who will discuss the Byrne grants, 
COPS and similar Justice assistance programs and Catherine 
O’Neil, Associate Deputy Attorney General and Director of 
OCDETF who will discuss the proposed transfer and restructuring 
of the HIDTA program. We will also hear from John Horton, Asso- 
ciate Deputy Director at ONDCP for State and Local Affairs. 

The second panel will give us the State and local perspective. We 
welcome Ron Brooks, president of the National Narcotics Officers’ 
Associations Coalition and Director of the North California HIDTA. 
Ron has been very active with our committee and at many, many 
hearings helping us with that. Tom Carr is director of the Wash- 
ington-Baltimore HIDTA; Tom Donahue, Director of the Chicago 
HIDTA, Chief Jack Harris of the Phoenix Police Department and 
Vice-Chair of the Southwest Border HIDTA, Leonard Hamm, the 
acting Baltimore police commissioner, Mark Henry, president of 
the Illinois Drug Enforcement Officer’s Association, and Sheriff 
Jack L. Merritt of Greene County, MO. 

Again, thank you all for coming from so many places across the 
Nation to be here today. We look forward to your testimony. 

[The prepared statement of Hon. Mark E. Souder follows:] 
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Opening Statement 
Chairman Mark Souder 

“FY 2006 Drug Control Budget and the Byrne Grant, HIDTA 
and other law enforcement programs: Are we jeopardizing 
federal, state and local cooperation?” 

Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, 
and Human Resources 
Committee on Government Reform 

March 10, 2005 


Good afternoon, and thank you all for coming. This hearing is the second in a series of 
hearings providing oversight of the President's budget proposals for drug control programs, as well 
as for legislation to reauthorize the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) and the High 
Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas (HIDTA) program. This hearing will focus on the President's 
proposed changes to some very important drug enforcement programs. 

The Administration released its budget proposal for all federal programs for fiscal year 2006 
last month. One of the most significant policies reflected in that budget is a proposal to cut most 
federal support for state and local drug enforcement. Among other things, the Administration is 
proposing to eliminate the Byrne Grants to state and local law enforcement; to cut the HIDTA 
program by more than 50 percent and transfer its remaining funds to the Justice Department's 
Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF) program; to cut the “Meth Hot Spots” 
program administered by the Justice Department's Community Oriented Policing Services (COPS) 
office by more than 60 percent; and significantly to reduce the funding for the Counterdrug 
Technology Assessment Center (CTAC) Technology Transfer program. 

The Subcommittee shares some of the Administration's concerns about excessive or 
misdirected federal support to local agencies. It is certainly true that federal dollars should not be 
spent on purely local concerns in the form of “pork barrel” funding; rather, they should be tied to 
clear national priorities. Similarly, Congress must be careful not to make state and local agencies 
too dependent on federal dollars, as these agencies must remain under the control of and respond 
to the needs of state and local taxpayers. State and local governments have a responsibility to 
fund their own counter-narcotics efforts. 

That being said, it does not follow that all federal assistance to state and local agencies 
lacks national impact. State and local law enforcement personnel are fighting on the “front lines" in 
the struggle to stop drug trafficking. They make over 90 percent of drug-related arrests and 
seizures. They have a wealth of intelligence that could be very valuable if shared with federal 
authorities. Federal assistance to these agencies can have a major positive impact, by involving 
them in the national goals of enforcement, treatment, and prevention. The proper solution is to 
propose reforms to the programs, rather than simply cutting them. 


We hope at this hearing to address these broader issues, and to review the Administration's 
specific proposals for certain key programs. 
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First among them is the HIDTA program. This program was created in 1990 to help reduce 
the nation’s overall supply of illegal drugs by bringing together federal, state, and local law 
enforcement agencies in the most significant regions (each referred to as a “HIDTA") where drugs 
were created, smuggled, or distributed. Under current law, the Director of ONDCP may designate 
certain areas as “HIDTAs", making them eligible for federal funding. That funding is administered 
locally by an executive board made up of equal representation of federal agencies on one side, 
and state and local agencies on the other. 


As the program's budget has grown - from only $25 million at its inception to $228,350,000 
in fiscal year 2005 - the number of designated regions has grown as well. From the initial five 
HIDTAs in 1990, the program has expanded to 28 HIDTAs, and pressure is building in Congress to 
create even more of them. 


As the program has expanded, its focus has frequently drifted from activities that are truly 
targeted at the national supply of drugs, to activities with a primarily regional or local impact. 
Congress itself has exacerbated the problem by refusing to allow ONDCP sufficient discretion over 
the program's budget. For many years, appropriations bills have forbidden ONDCP from funding 
any HIDTA at below its previous year's level - effectively locking in $206 million of its budget, 
ONDCP has had true discretion over less than 10 percent of the program's funds. 


In response to these difficulties, the Administration has proposed cutting the program's 
budget from fiscal year 2005's enacted level of $228,350,000 to $100,000,000. Even more 
significantly, the Administration has requested that the remaining $100 million be funded through 
the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF), a Department of Justice program, 
if enacted, this proposal would effectively terminate the current HIDTA program. 


The Subcommittee agrees with the Administration that the HIDTA program is in need of 
some reform. The Administration’s proposal, however, is both premature and too sweeping. First, 
the program cannot and should not be transferred in whole or in part to OCDETF without 
authorizing legislation. Such legislation is needed to define the goals of the program and the 
means of its implementation. 


Second, the Subcommittee is mindful of the serious disruption of drug enforcement 
activities in the individual HIDTAs that this sweeping proposal would create, at least In the short 
term. It would be very undesirable for the federal government to take action that drives away state 
and local participants. The Subcommittee will, however, carefully study the Administration’s 
proposal as it continues its work on the reauthorization of HIDTA and ONDCP. 

Today’s hearing will also review the CTAC program, which was established in 1990 to 
oversee and coordinate the federal government's anti-drug research and development. The 
Administration is requesting only $30,000,000 for the CTAC program, a sharp decrease from the 
$40,000,000 requested for fiscal year 2005, and the $42,000,000 appropriated by Congress. The 
proposed decreases would cut the research program nearly in half -from $18 million to $10 million 
- while reducing the Technology Transfer Program by $4 million, from $24 million to $20 million. 

The program is certainly in need of greater direction and oversight; ONDCP has not yet 
demonstrated that the Technology Transfer Program supports national goals in reducing overall 
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drug trafficking and improving interagency communication and cooperation. Such dramatic cuts, 
however, do not amount to reform - they will only exacerbate the tensions within the program. As 
with HIDTA, the Subcommittee intends to review the CTAC program and its future as it continues 
its work on the reauthorization of ONDCP and its programs. 

The Subcommittee has concerns about the proposed reduction in the COPS Meth Hot 
Spots, dedicated to law enforcement activities against methamphetamine trafficking. 
Methamphetamine abuse has ravaged communities across the United States, and put severe 
strains on state and local enforcement agencies forced to find clandestine drug labs, clean up the 
environmental damage they create, and arrest the drug trafficking rings that operate them. To 
assist these overburdened agencies. Congress approved $54,050,000 in fiscal year 2004 and 
$52,556,000 in fiscal year 2005. 

The Administration is requesting only $20,000,000 for fiscal year 2006 (identical to last 
year’s request for $20,000,000), a cut of more than 60 percent from appropriated funds for 2005. 
This would greatly reduce the ability of State and local law enforcement agencies to help their 
Federal partners in reducing methamphetamine abuse, particularly given the proposed overall 
reduction in State and local law enforcement assistance grants. 

The Subcommittee also has serious concerns about the Administration's proposal to 
terminate the state grants component of the Edward Byrne Memorial Justice Assistance Grant 
program. Congress already complied with the Administration’s request to consolidate previously 
separate grant programs into the single Byrne Grants program. The Administration now proposes 
to eliminate the $634 million that Congress appropriated last year for the Byrne Grants, and restrict 
federal to a series of enumerated grants (most of which are previously existing programs) under a 
"Justice Assistance" account. In practice, this will sharply limit the amount of money available to 
help state and local agencies. 

The Subcommittee shares the Administration’s concerns about excessive federal 
subsidization of state and local law enforcement. The Administration’s proposed cuts, however, 
would create massive shortfalls in the budgets of state and local law enforcement agencies across 
the country. I believe that the Administration should instead propose reforms, where needed, to 
some of the federal government’s assistance grants. 

We have quite a mix of witnesses with us today, and we would especially like to welcome 
all the representatives of federal, state, and local law enforcement community who are joining us 
here at this time. From the Department of Justice on our first panel we will hear from Tracy Henke, 
Deputy Associate Attorney General at the Office of Justice Programs who will discuss the Byrne 
Grants, COPS, and similar justice assistance programs, and Catherine O’Neil, Associate Deputy 
Attorney General and Director of OCDETF, who will discuss the proposed transfer and 
restructuring of the HIDTA program. We will also hear from John Horton, Associate Deputy 
Director at ONDCP for State and Local Affairs. 

The second panel will give us the state and local perspective. We welcome Ron Brooks, 
President of the National Narcotics Officers’ Associations Coalition and Director of the Northern 
California HIDTA; Tom Carr, the Director of Washington-Baltimore HIDTA; Tom Donahue, the 
Director of the Chicago HIDTA; Chief Jack Harris, of the Phoenix Police Department and Vice- 
Chair of the Southwest Border HIDTA; Leonard Hamm, the Acting Baltimore Police Commissioner; 
Mark Henry, the President of the Illinois Drug Enforcement Officer’s Association; and Sheriff Jack 
L. Merritt, of Greene County, Missouri. 

Again, thank you all for coming from so many places across the country to be here today. 
We very much look forward to your testimony. 
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Mr. SOUDER. I will now yield to the Ranking Member, Elijah 
Cummings. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

As I listened, I could not help but think about the fact that when 
we had one of our last hearings, when the Drug Czar came in and 
talked about the cuts, I asked him how he felt about these cuts and 
he said that he was satisfied with what was going on. I have to 
tell you that since that hearing I have heard from so many people 
who watched it, and they were very concerned. I think we would 
be more than remiss if we did not understand that the money sim- 
ply isn’t there. We can debate from now until 1,000 years from now 
why it isn’t there but it is not there. The fact is, then it becomes 
a question of priorities with the money we do have. 

One thing I must give you credit for, Mr. Chairman, and I really 
appreciate this, is that you have consistently stayed on point with 
regard to making sure that while we address the War on Terror- 
ism, we acknowledge the fact that we have some terrorists in our 
own neighborhoods. Many of them have become that way because 
of drugs. Some of the people who are here, those who fight drugs 
every day know exactly what I am talking about. They fully under- 
stand that there are people who are watching us right now who are 
much more afraid of something happening to them on their street 
than from some terrorist from overseas. So it is that we have to 
I think put all of this in context and try now to figure out the 
money we do have, how to make sure we use it effectively and effi- 
ciently. 

I have said many, many times that one thing Republicans and 
Democrats agree on is that the taxpayer’s dollars must be spent ef- 
fectively and efficiently. The President’s budget request for fiscal 
year 2006 proposes significant changes in the national drug control 
budget. Most significantly, there is a considerable increase in pro- 
portional spending for supply reduction versus demand reduction 
programs. Demand reduction accounts for just 39 percent of the re- 
structured drug control budget down from 45 percent in fiscal year 
2005, the budget as enacted. There is actually a net decrease of 
$270 million for demand reduction compared to the fiscal year 2005 
enacted level. 

This is deeply troubling to those of us in Congress who would 
like to see an increased commitment to prevention and treatment 
programs that reduce the consumption of drugs. Even on the sup- 
ply reduction side of the budget, where the goal is to reduce drug 
use by driving up the price and eroding the purity of drugs avail- 
able on the U.S. streets, there are stark changes in the budget the 
President has submitted to this Congress. 

There is an increased commitment to international supply reduc- 
tion programs while domestic drug enforcement programs that sup- 
port State and local efforts and partnerships between Federal law 
enforcement and the State and local counterparts would suffer 
elimination or sharp decreases. Many of these relationships have 
been established over the years. Many of these relationships are 
ones that have become very, very effective, are cost efficient and ef- 
fective. 

The administration argues, for example, that programs such as 
community oriented policing services, hiring grants, COPS law en- 
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forcement technology grants, Byrne Justice Assistance Grants and 
Byrne Discretionary Grants have not had a demonstrably effective 
impact on reducing crime. The administration therefore proposes to 
eliminate these programs claiming it will save $940 million a year. 

In addition, the President’s request proposes to slash the budget 
of the HIDTA Program, reducing its funding from a fiscal year 
2005 level of $227 million to $100 million, a decrease of 56 percent, 
and to move HIDTA from the Office of National Drug Control Pol- 
icy to the Department of Justice where it would come under the 
control of Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force pro- 
grams. 

I am not knocking that program but one thing is for sure, I be- 
lieve HIDTA would be better off the way it is. I don’t want it to 
get lost in the Justice Department. We have too many people who 
are depending on HIDTA to do the things that HIDTA does. I 
haven’t looked at all the testimony but I think some of the folks 
here today who deal with HIDTA can tell us what they see. We 
have to listen to them very carefully because these are the people 
on the front lines. They are the one who have to face the officers, 
who have to face the families of those who may be killed or injured, 
they are the ones who have to worry about the people under their 
jurisdiction. So they are not sitting in some nice high office just 
looking down as if from heaven, they are dealing with this every 
day. 

The proposed reductions to the above-mentioned programs would 
sharply reduce the level of Federal support for law enforcement 
programs that involve coordination among Federal, State and local 
entities. We are always talking about local. State and Federal enti- 
ties working together so there is not duplication of effort, so they 
can be most effective when they bring all of their intelligence and 
all of their resources together. 

What is striking about the proposal is that rather than propose 
reforms to these programs, this budget reflects the President’s deci- 
sion to abandon or sharply curtail them. Problems in the Byrne 
Grant Program have been well publicized. The Narcotics Task 
Force funded through the Byrne Program has committed severe 
abuses, more egregiously in the case of Tulia, Texas where a 
Byrne-supported task force ran amuck, pursuing racially motivated 
investigations and prosecutions. 

None of us can stand behind the rampant abuse of civil rights 
by law enforcement efforts supported with Federal dollars, but the 
Byrne Grant Program supports a range of activities aimed at in- 
creasing safety in communities around the country that are af- 
fected by violent crime. I would like to see an effort to make this 
program work as Congress intended instead of doing away with the 
program as the President proposes. 

Let me tell you something. Having practiced law for over 20 
years, I can tell you no matter what you do and no matter what 
structure you create, you are going to have some abuse but you 
don’t throw the baby out with the bath water. 

However, I am most concerned about the proposed evisceration 
of the HIDTA Program. HIDTA is widely credited with having bro- 
ken down barriers among participating local. State and Federal 
agencies and HIDTAs around the country can demonstrate numer- 
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ous such successes and innovations that have had a positive impact 
on the national drug threat. Under the President’s proposal, nu- 
merous HIDTAs would surely he eliminated and the scaling back 
of others would severely curtail their effectiveness. 

Successful nationwide programs developed and administered by 
individual HIDTAs such as event and target deconfliction of en- 
forcement operations, intelligence collection and sharing, and train- 
ing programs would be significantly reduced or discontinued. An ef- 
fective interagency partnership that place State and local agencies 
on an equal footing with their Federal counterparts would wither 
or disappear. 

The Washington-Baltimore HIDTA approach which combines a 
coordinated implementation of intelligence-driven law enforcement, 
treatment and prevention initiatives, ought to be held up by this 
administration as a model to be replicated in areas that face simi- 
lar threats. 

I am not sure about this but I would guess that when you do 
have the Federal Government, local government and State govern- 
ment working together, just the experience in and of itself of work- 
ing together makes all of them better. It certainly makes the Fed- 
eral people more sensitive to what local and State people are doing, 
and it gives our local and State officers an opportunity to see how 
the Federal level operates. 

Instead, I fear that the administration’s proposal will cripple the 
Washington-Baltimore HIDTA and eliminate the few treatment 
and prevention dollars used by a handful of HIDTAs. That would 
be unfortunate, but I am heartened by the fact that the adminis- 
tration’s proposal for HIDTA has drawn such an intense negative 
reaction from the law enforcement community and from many 
Members of Congress including you, Mr. Chairman, who recognize 
HIDTA’s value. It seems to me we can acknowledge that HIDTA’s 
rapid growth has created challenges related to its mission cohesion, 
but the correct response is not to throw it out as the administration 
proposes to do with this budget request. 

The fundamental character and unique system of accountability 
of the HIDTA Program will be lost if it is merged with the Orga- 
nized Crime and Drug Enforcement Task Force whose mission is 
complementary but distinct. Contrary to the administration’s 
claims, this change will not improve the effectiveness of U.S. drug 
enforcement efforts. Rather, it will weaken them while increasing 
the burden on State and local jurisdictions already struggling with- 
in severe budget constraints. 

Today’s hearing offers an important opportunity to hear from ad- 
ministration officials who have responsibility to administer the law. 
I welcome their perspectives as well as Tom Carr, the Washington- 
Baltimore HIDTA’s outstanding director, the directors of the Chi- 
cago and Southwest Border HIDTAs, the National Narcotics Offi- 
cers Association, and State and local law enforcement agencies rep- 
resented on the second panel. 

I would like to specifically recognize Acting Commissioner Leon- 
ard Hamm of the Baltimore City Police Department who has taken 
the time to be with us today. 

With that said, Mr. Chairman, I look forward to working with 
you to find constructive solutions to the issues that keep some of 
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the aforementioned programs from being most effective and to pro- 
tect those programs that have demonstrated their effectiveness, the 
administration’s assessment notwithstanding. Today’s hearing and 
future hearings related to ONDCP reauthorization will provide a 
forum for this important bipartisan work. 

I must tell you my mother has a saying. She only had a first 
grade education but something she often said was she hates to see 
motion, commotion, and emotion but no results. In other words, it 
is nice to hold the hearings but we have to make sure that we get 
this administration to hear the people who are on the front lines 
so they can more effectively and continue to effectively do their job. 
To all of them, if I don’t get a chance to say it again, I want to 
thank all of you who are out there. You have a tough job. I really 
thank you on behalf of the many, many citizens who may never 
know what you do but on behalf of the Congress of the United 
States of America, we thank you. 

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield. 

[The prepared statement of Hon. Elijah E. Cummings follows:] 
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Opening Statement 
Rep. Elijah E. Cummings, D-MD-7 
Ranking Minority Member 

Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, and Human Resources 
Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 

Hearing on “FY 2006 Drug Control Budget and Byrne Grant, HIDTA and 
Other Law Enforcement Programs: Are We Jeopardizing Federal, State 
and Local Cooperation?” 

March 10, 2005 

Mr. Chairman, thank you for holding today's very important hearing 
on the President's budget request for several vital law enforcement 
programs that contribute to the National Drug Control Strategy. 


The President's budget request for Fiscal Year 2006 proposes 
significant changes in the national drug control budget. Most 
significantly, there is a considerable increase in proportional spending for 
supply reduction, versus demand reduction, programs. 


Demand reduction accounts for just 39% of the “restructured” drug 
control budget, down from 45% in the FY 2005 budget as enacted. There 
is actually a net decrease of $270 million for demand reduction compared 
to the FY 2005 enacted level. This is deeply troubling to those of us in 
Congress who would like to see an increased commitment to prevention 
and treatment programs that reduce the consumption of drugs. 
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Even on the supply reduction side of the budget — where the goal is 
to reduce drug use by driving up the price and eroding the purity of drugs 
available on U.S. streets - there are stark changes in the budget the 
President has submitted to Congress. 

There is an increased commitment to international supply reduction 
programs while domestic drug enforcement programs that support state 
and local efforts — and partnerships between federal law enforcement and 
their state and local counterparts — would suffer elimination or sharp 
decreases. 

The Administration argues, for example, that programs such as 
Community Oriented Policing Services (COPS) Hiring Grants, COPS Law 
Enforcement Technology Grants, Byrne Justice Assistance Grants (JAG), 
and Byrne Discretionary Grants have not had a demonstrably effective 
impact on reducing crime. The Administration therefore proposes to 
eliminate these programs, claiming it will save $940 million a year. 

In addition, the President’s request proposes to slash the budget of 
the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas Program (HIDTA), reducing its 
funding from the FY 2005 level of $227 million to $100 million - a 
decrease of 56% — and to move HIDTA from the Office of National Drug 
Control Policy (ONDCP) to the Department of Justice where it would 
come under the control of the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task 
Force Program (OCDETF). 
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The proposed reductions to the above-mentioned programs would 
sharply reduce the level of federal support for law enforcement programs 
that involve coordination among federal, state, and local entities. 

What is striking about the proposal is that rather than propose 
reforms to these programs, this budget reflects the President’s decision to 
abandon or sharply curtail them. 

Problems in the Byrne Grant program have been well publicized. 
Narcotics task forces fiinded through the Byme program have committed 
severe abuses, most egregiously in the case of Tulia, Texas, where a 
Byme-supported task force ran amok, pursuing racially motivated 
investigations and prosecutions. 

None of us can stand behind the rampant abuse of civil rights by law 
enforcement efforts supported with federal dollars. But the Byme grant 
program supports a range of activities aimed at increasing safety in 
communities around the country that are affected by violent crime. I 
would like to see an effort to make this program work as Congress 
intended instead of doing away with the program as the President 
proposes. 

However, I am most concerned, Mr. Chairman, by the proposed 
evisceration of the HIDTA program. HIDTA is widely credited with 
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having broken down barriers among participating local, state, and federal 
agencies, and HIDTAs around the country can demonstrate numerous 
successes and innovations that have had a positive impact on the national 
drug threat. Under the President’s proposal, numerous HIDTAs would 
surely be eliminated and the scaling back of others would severely curtail 
their effectiveness. 

Successful nationwide programs developed and administered by 
individual HIDTAs, such as event and target deconfliction of enforcement 
operations, intelligence collection and sharing, and training programs 
would be significantly reduced or discontinued, Mr. Chairman. And 
effective interagency partnerships that place state and local agencies on an 
equal footing with their federal counterparts would wither or disappear. 

The Washington-Baltimore HIDTA approach, which combines a 
coordinated implementation of intelligence-driven law enforcement, 
treatment, and prevention initiatives, ought to be held up by this 
Administration as a model to be replicated in areas that face a similar 
threat. 

Instead, I fear that the Administration's proposal will cripple the 
Washington-Baltimore HIDTA and eliminate the few treatment and 
prevention dollars used by a handful of HIDTAs. 
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That would be unfortunate, Mr. Chairman, but I am heartened by the 
fact that the Administration's proposal for HIDTA has drawn such an 
intense negative reaction from the law enforcement community and from 
many Members of Congress, including you, who recognize HIDTA’s 
value. 

It seems to me we can acknowledge that HIDTA's rapid growth has 
created challenges related to its mission cohesion, but the correct response 
is not to throw the baby out with the bathwater as the Administration 
proposes to do in this budget request. 

The fundamental character and unique system of accountability of 
the HIDTA program will be lost if it is merged with the Organized Crime 
and Drug Enforcement Task Force, whose mission is complementary but 
distinct. Contrary to the Administration’s claims, this change will not 
improve the effectiveness of U.S. drug enforcement efforts. Rather, it will 
weaken them while increasing the burden on state and local jurisdictions 
already struggling within severe budget constraints. 

Today’s hearing offers an important opportunity to hear from 
Administration officials who have responsibility for administering law 
enforcement programs affected by the President’s proposal. I welcome 
their perspectives, as well as those of Tom Carr, the Washington- 
Baltimore HIDTA’s outstanding director, the directors of the Chicago and 
Southwest Border HIDTAs, the National Narcotics Officers Association, 
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and the state and local law enforcement agencies represented on the 
second panel. 

Fd like to specifically recognize Acting Commissioner Leonard 
Hamm of the Baltimore City Police Department who has taken the time to 
be with us today. 

With that said, Mr. Chairman, I look forward to working with you to 
find constructive solutions to the issues that keep some of the 
aforementioned programs from being most effective and to protect those 
programs that have demonstrated their effectiveness, the Administration’s 
assessment notwithstanding. Today’s hearing and future hearings related 
to ONDCP reauthorisation will provide a forum for this important 
bipartisan work. 

Thank you again, Mr. Chairman. I look forward to hearing fi'om all 
of our witnesses and yield back my remaining time. 
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Mr. SOUDER. Thank you. 

Ms. Norton. 

Ms. Norton. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for to- 
day’s hearing. 

It is going to he hard to take seriously Federal drug control ef- 
forts if the President’s budget before us survives. Whenever there 
are programs that link various actors in our system, there are 
problems that arise that need to be eliminated. There needs to be 
a continuous approach to correction, but one of the most important 
connections in drug control efforts has been the link that has been 
built up over the last several years between Federal, State and 
local actors. By building those links, we built in efficiencies and 
avoided costly redundancies. There may also be problems that were 
built in. I happen to believe that the only way to do a reform is 
to keep reforming, particularly if you are talking about govern- 
ment. 

We are looking at cuts that are lethal to drug enforcement. We 
are talking about cuts of 50 or 60 percent of a program. Those are 
cuts meant to do away with a program. I would almost rather you 
shoot this animal in the head than let him die a slow death this 
way. 

I think what is particularly dangerous here is that all these cuts 
would apparently take place at one time. Perhaps if there need to 
be cuts, cuts could be spread out so that they could be done very 
carefully over a period of years and would not disrupt law enforce- 
ment efforts and might be acceptable but huge cuts like this to 
happen to programs and assume that any part of them will be ef- 
fective, that is the problem here. Can you cut a program in half 
and still expect it to be effective in any way, particularly if you do 
so at one time? 

What bothers me most is that cuts as gargantuan as this occur- 
ring at one time will create enormous opportunities for drug forces. 
They must be applauding on the sidelines because what we are 
doing if these cuts take place at one time in one budget is create 
new sources of business for them, new routes, and worse, destroy 
much of the work that has been done so painfully over the years. 
This is one of the hardest jobs in law enforcement and in govern- 
ment. 

As I looked at what is attempted in this budget, I didn’t see any 
area of the country that would find the effort we have built up over 
the last decade or so recognizable, whether you are talking about 
big cities of the kind that Mr. Cummings and I come from where 
the drug problem is right before your eyes because of conditions in 
those cities and let us call it what it is, the elimination of the 
COPS Program which is being set up for total elimination, includ- 
ing the “Meth Hot Spots" Program that is, I take it, one of the 
chairman’s favorites, or at least we have had a lot of hearings on 
meth. 

To be sure, programs like HIDTA have grown and spread, you 
have such a program that started where drugs were most visible, 
the spots where they have been most concentrated since I was a 
kid, the New Yorks, the border areas and yes, that has grown. 
Maybe we ought to look at that because now many areas are cov- 
ered by that same program. If I may say so, it is also the case that 
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drugs have spread from their usual places. They are no longer only 
in the New Yorks, New Jerseys, Miamis, LAs, they are everywhere 
in this country and so, yes, we need these programs that link Fed- 
eral, State and local law enforcement officials everywhere now. Yes, 
that costs money. We can spend it one way or we can spend it an- 
other. 

The ranking member and I have long been on record, and I be- 
lieve the chairman would like to spend more money in the usual 
course of business on preventing people from getting to the point 
where they are serious users of drugs, even the demand parts of 
these programs are going to be cut. 

I don’t know what it is you can do about this. I do know that 
drug control has been an area which, under your chairmanship, we 
have put in a great deal of time and effort and concentration. I 
hope in some way we can match what you have been doing in the 
two or three terms I have been on this committee with this budget 
so that what is left standing is something that we will not be 
ashamed of. 

I want to particularly thank today’s witnesses who are on the 
front line, in the front ranks of those doing one of the toughest jobs 
in America. Thank you for coming to share your information and 
your knowledge with us. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. SOUDER. Thank you. 

Let me assure all members of this committee that we will need 
to work together. I talked to Chairman Wolf again this afternoon 
and told him we were doing this hearing as well as Chairman 
Nohlenberg and Chairman Lewis, so we certainly are going to work 
with the appropriators and work to try to make sure that authoriz- 
ing language and appropriating language, and I also talked to 
Chairman Sensenbrenner on a recent trip, so clearly we need to get 
authorizing and appropriating to work together. This is an impor- 
tant discussion. I appreciate the witnesses coming today. 

First, a couple of procedural matters. First, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that all Members have 5 legislative days to submit written 
questions and statements for the hearing record, that any answers 
to written questions provided by the witnesses also be included in 
the record. Without objection, so ordered. 

I also ask unanimous consent that all exhibits, documents and 
other materials referred to by Members and the witnesses be in- 
cluded in the hearing record, that all Members be permitted to re- 
vise and extend remarks. Without objection, so ordered. 

Our first panel as I stated earlier is composed of the Honorable 
Tracy A. Henke, Associate Deputy Attorney General, Office of Jus- 
tice Programs, Department of Justice; the Honorable Catherine M. 
O’Neil, Associate Deputy Attorney General and Director of Orga- 
nized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Forces, U.S. Department of 
Justice; and John Horton, Associate Deputy Director, State and 
Local Affairs, Office of National Drug Control Policy. 

For some reason, although we have a good crowd today and lots 
of people know about this hearing, you haven’t drawn the same at- 
tention as the seven baseball players we subpoenaed yesterday. 
While you are famous, you are not quite Sammy Sosa and company 
yet. 
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[Witnesses sworn.] 

Mr. SOUDER. Once again, thank you for coming and we will go 
to Mr. Henke first. 

STATEMENTS OF TRACY A. HENKE, ASSOCIATE DEPUTY AT- 
TORNEY GENERAL, OFFICE OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS, DE- 
PARTMENT OF JUSTICE; CATHERINE M. O’NEIL, ASSOCIATE 
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL AND DIRECTOR OF ORGA- 
NIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT TASK FORCES, U.S. DE- 
PARTMENT OF JUSTICE; AND JOHN HORTON, ASSOCIATE 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR, STATE AND LOCAL AFFAIRS, OFFICE OF 
NATIONAL DRUG CONTROL POLICY 

STATEMENT OF TRACY A. HENKE 

Ms. Henke. Thank you very much for the opportunity to be here. 
As you mentioned, I currently serve as the Deputy Associate At- 
torney General for the Department of Justice as well as the Acting 
Assistant Attorney General for the Office of Justice Programs. I am 
pleased to be here today to talk about the President’s fiscal year 
2006 drug control budget. I also want to thank you once again for 
the leadership that this committee has shown on these issues. 

The President’s budget recognizes that the threat of illegal drugs 
and drug abuse is grave and affects not only the health and well 
being of our communities and our families but also our national se- 
curity. The President’s budget for the Department of Justice pro- 
vides over $ 11/2 billion in grant assistance to State and local gov- 
ernments. That includes $185 million to strengthen communities 
through programs providing services such as drug treatment as 
Congressman Cummings pointed out, as well as $92V2 million to 
support drug enforcement. 

From OJP’s inception, substantial resources in programming to 
support States and local efforts to break the cycle of drug abuse 
and crime has occurred. We view our core mission to be that of pro- 
viding Federal leadership and developing a Nation’s capacity to 
prevent and control crime, administer justice and assist victims. 
Part of that leadership is promoting and supporting Federal, State 
and local cooperation to address these vital issues. 

The support that OJP and the COPS Officer provides for State 
and local law enforcement generally takes three forms. That is di- 
rect grant funding, training and technical assistance and develop- 
ment across jurisdictional resources. The budget request includes 
investments in three programs that are very well known to this 
committee: $70 million for the Drug Court Program; $44 million for 
the Residential Substance Abuse Program or what we call RSAP; 
as well as $20 million for the COPS Methamphetamine Program. 

We are finding that drug courts are an active tool in combating 
our war on drugs. Drug courts use the power of the court to inte- 
grate effective substance abuse treatment, mandatory drug testing, 
sanctions and incentives and transitional services for non-violent 
substance abusing offenders. As you may be aware, drug courts 
started at the grassroots level well before Federal funding was ever 
made available and today, over 1,500 drug courts exist in the coun- 
try. 
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RSAP is a critical aspect of offender reentry programs, helping 
insure that offenders come back to their communities substance 
free. For fiscal year 2006, we have requested $44 million. The in- 
vestment in RSAP pays off in several ways. It not only allows of- 
fenders to return to their communities substance free but also re- 
duces incarceration costs for Federal, State and local governments 
and helps prevent further financial and emotional costs of drug re- 
lated crimes on families, friends and communities. 

The COPS Methamphetamine Program has provided a unique 
mix of direct funding, training and technical assistance across the 
wide range of law enforcement activities. Since 1998, COPS has in- 
vested more than $330 million nationwide to combat the spread of 
methamphetamine and has developed a problem-solving guide to 
help law enforcement develop proactive prevention strategies and 
to improve the overall response to clandestine drug labs. The $20 
million requested for fiscal year 2006 is intended to support State 
and local clandestine lab clean up efforts. 

In addition, the President’s 2006 budget request includes other 
programs that relate to our Nation’s capacity to combat illegal drug 
use and drug abuse. Those programs include the Southwest Border 
Prosecution Program, the Cannabis Eradication Discretionary 
Grant Program and the Prescription Drug Monitoring Program. 

As important as direct program funding may be, at the Depart- 
ment of Justice we believe that through training and technical as- 
sistance that we provide as well as the research and statistical in- 
formation to inform criminal and juvenile justice practitioners and 
policymakers, the Department has an even greater impact on mak- 
ing America’s communities safe for our citizens. Training and tech- 
nical assistance are the key to a huge multiplier effect and expand- 
ing knowledge and practical operating capability to the field. They 
can also be the key to helping States and localities leverage or even 
save limited training dollars. 

As an example, in response to law enforcement demand, OJP’s 
Bureau of Justice Assistance has more than tripled the number of 
free methamphetamine training courses offered nationwide. Indi- 
viduals on the second panel here today have benefited from some 
of that training. 

In addition to direct funding, training and technical assistance, 
OJP supports State and local law enforcement through cross juris- 
dictional efforts that can best be accomplished through Federal ca- 
pabilities. For example, the President’s budget requests $45 million 
for the regional information sharing system which facilitates and 
encourages information sharing and supports more than 6,000 city, 
county. State, tribal and Federal member agencies. There are 16 
HIDTA entities that also use the system. 

OJP’s Community Capacity Development Office administers the 
Operation Weed and Seed Program for which we are requesting ap- 
proximately $60 million. Weed and Seed is another cross- 
juridictional strategy that aims to prevent control and reduce vio- 
lent crime, drug abuse and gang activity in designated high crime 
neighborhoods across the country. 

Overall, while the budget request reflects reductions and elimi- 
nation of some grant program that provide direct funding to State 
and local agencies, we believe the investments we are proposing 
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represent a continued commitment to the success of State and local 
programming while mindful of our dual goals of public safety and 
economic prosperity. 

In closing, I want to emphasize the continued commitment of the 
administration, specifically the continued commitment to the De- 
partment of Justice, to our State and local partners, to complement 
their efforts to eliminate the scurge of illegal drugs and drug 
abuse. 

Thank you again for the opportunity. I look forward to your ques- 
tions. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Henke follows:] 
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STATEMENT OF 
TRACY A. HENKE 

DEPUTY ASSOCIATE ATTORNEY GENERAL 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE, DRUG POLICY 
AND HUMAN RESOURCES 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

MARCH 10, 2005 

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Cummings, and Members of the Subcommittee: I am Tracy A. 
Henke, Deputy Associate Attorney General and also Acting Assistant Attorney General for 
the Office of Justice Programs (OJP). I am pleased to be here today on behalf of the 
Department of Justice to talk about the President' s Fiscal Year 2006 Drug Control budget 
and his larger budget request. I commend the Subcommittee for its attention to addressing 
drag abuse prevention, treatment and enforcement issues. Your deep concern over these 
issues is shared by this Administration, specifically by the Department of Justice. 

The President ' s budget recognizes that the threat of illegal drags and drug abuse is 
grave and affects not only the health and wellbeing of our communities and families, but even 
our national security, as drug trafficking is linked to the financing of certain terrorist groups 
(e.g., FARC). The Department of Justice' s overall portion of the President' s budget 
includes over $1.5 billion in grant assistance to state and local governments, including $185.3 
million to strengthen communities through programs providing services such as drug 
treatment; $90.3 million to fight terrorism; $335 million to combat violence; $235.2 million 
for law enforcement technology; and $92.5 million to support drug enforcement. 

Since the passage of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, OJP 
and its predecessor agencies have effectively provided federal leadership in developing the 
nation' s capacity to prevent and control crime, improve the criminal and juvenile justice 
systems, increase knowledge about crime and related issues, and assist crime victims. From 
its inception, OJP has devoted substantial resources and programming to support state and 
local efforts to break the cycle of drug abuse and crime. We view our core mission to be that 
of promoting and supporting federal, state and local cooperation to address these vital issues. 

OJP ' s and the Office of Community Oriented Policing Services ' (COPS) support for 
state and local law enforcement generally takes three forms: direct grant funding for state 
and local projects; training and technical assistance to help state and local jurisdictions build 
their crime fighting capacity and leverage resources; and development of cross-jurisdictional 
resources. 
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Grant Activities to Control Substance Abuse 


The budget request includes investments in three programs that are well known to this 
Subcommittee: the Drug Court Discretionary Grant Program, the Residential Substance 
Abuse Treatment (RSAT) Program, and the COPS Methamphetamine Program. 

We have requested a $30,6 million increase for the Drug Court program, for a total of 
$70. 1 million. The Drug Court Discretionary Grant Program provides financial and technical 
assistance to states, state courts, local courts, units of local government, and Indian tribal 
governments to plan, implement, and enhance their drug courts. Drug courts use the 
coercive power of the court to effectively integrate substance abuse treatment, mandatory 
drug testing, sanctions and incentives, and transitional services for non-violent, substance- 
abusing offenders. As you may be aware, drug courts started at the grassroots level in 
Florida, well before federal funding became available, and have grown to over 1,100 
operating drug courts across the country today, with hundreds more in the planning stage. 

Under the direction of OJP ' s Bureau of Justice Assistance (BJA), we are currently 
accepting grant applications for funding implementation and enhancements of adult drug 
courts and statewide enhancement efforts. In Fiscal Year 2005, BJA expects to train over 
200 community teams from across the nation in the fundamentals and philosophy of drug 
court operation. This response to our Drag Court Planning Initiative indicates the high 
degree of interest in implementing all types of drug courts B adult, juvenile, family, and 
tribal. In addition to this initiative, BJA provides state-of-the-art training and technical 
assistance on a variety of subjects to operational drug courts and state agencies. 

The FY 2006 Drug Courts funding increase will allow us to increase the number of 
funded drug courts, expand our training and technical assistance capability, and is expected to 
result in a two percent improvement in the drug court graduation rate, as compared to FY 
2005 estimates. 

Knowing of your interest in the issue of methamphetamine abuse and addiction, I 
would like to point out that many local drug courts have been quite effective in dealing with 
persons with meth addictions. BJA-funded drug courts have been using the drug court model 
to address addiction in some of the most methamphetamine-impacted areas for nearly a 
decade. Further information on these particular programs was provided to the Subcommittee 
as a follow-up to your November 18, 2004 hearing on "Law Enforcement and the Fight 
Against Methamphetamine. " 

The Residential Substance Abuse Treatment Program (RSAT) is a critical aspect of 
offender re-entry programs, helping ensure that offenders come back to their communities 
substance-free, and equipped with skills that can help them remain clean and straight once 
they' re home. All 50 states, the territories, and the District of Columbia receive RSAT 
grants, and operate about 400 RSAT programs. We have requested $44.1 million for RSAT 
in FY 2006, an increase of $19.5 million above the FY 2005 enacted level. These funds 
would allow us to strengthen the RSAT program through the development of treatment 
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models that properly match staff training with the appropriate type of treatment for specific 
offenders. We would also work to ensure that corrections and prison administrators are 
committed to adhering to treatment goals and minimizing disruptions in offenders ' treatment 
programs. In addition, the funds would allow RSAT programs to provide coordinated 
aftercare and transitional services. 

The investment in RSAT pays off in several ways. It not only allows offenders to 
return to their communities substance-free, but it also reduces incarceration costs for federal, 
state, and local governments, and helps prevent further financial and emotional costs of drug- 
related crimes on families, friends, and communities. 

We are in the midst of concerted efforts to solidify performance measures for both the 
Drug Courts and the RSAT programs. For Drug Courts, OJP developed new measures that 
will address the number of clients who are re-arrested while in the program and the number 
of clients who graduate. Data are expected to be available at the end of FY 2005. For an 
even broader view, the National Institute of Justice is funding a multi-year, longitudinal study 
of drug court graduates to assess whether the program effectively prevents or reduces 
recidivism. For RSAT, OJP now requires grantees to collect data for new measures 
addressing treatment costs related to residential and aftercare programs, recidivism, and 
reduction in substance abuse. 

The COPS Methamphetamine Program has provided a unique mix of direct funding, 
training, and technical assistance across the wide range of law enforcement activities. Since 
1998, COPS has invested more than $330 million nationwide to combat the spread of 
methamphetamine, and has developed a problem-solving guide to help law enforcement 
develop proactive prevention strategies and to improve the overall response to clandestine 
drug labs. The $20 million requested for FY 2006 is intended to support state and local 
clandestine lab clean-up efforts. 

Additional Programs to Combat Illegal Drug Use and Drug Abuse 

In addition to the programs t have highlighted, the President ' s FY 2006 budget 
request includes other programs that relate to our nation ' s capacity to combat illegal drug use 
and drug abuse. We are asking for an increase of $18.8 million, for a total of $48.4 million, 
for the Southwest Border Prosecution program, which provides funding for local 
prosecutors ' offices in the four states along the Southwest Border (California, New Mexico, 
Arizona, and Texas) for the costs incurred in processing, detaining, and prosecuting drug 
cases and other cases referred from federal arrests or federal investigations. Drug cases 
constitute about 30 percent of the cases referred by federal authorities. We are also 
requesting $19.1 million for the Cannabis Eradication Discretionary Grant Program (formerly 
Domestic Cannabis Eradication and Suppression Program B DCE/SP), and recommending 
that the program be moved from the Drug Enforcement Administration to OJP. 

The budget request includes $5 million for continuation of the Prescription Drug 
Monitoring Program, which helps states, local, and tribal governments prevent and detect the 
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diversion and abuse of pharmaceutical controlled substances. At the conclusion of FY 2004, 
1 8 states had implemented monitoring programs as a result of this initiative, three are 
expected to implement programs soon, and one state is implementing a pilot program. Forty- 
two jurisdictions received technical assistance that would help in establishing programs. 

We anticipate changes in two areas of interest to the Subcommittee: the Felony 
Arrestee Drug Use Reporting Program (formerly ADAM B the Arrestee Drug Abuse 
Monitoring Program), and tribal substance abuse initiatives. The budget request proposes 
funding of $6.5 million for the Felony Arrestee Drug Use Reporting Program, which is being 
reconfigured and expanded to include a wide sampling of offenders that should provide a 
clearer picture of offender drug use nationwide. 

In FY 2006, $51 .6 million is requested for a consolidated COPS/OJP Tribal Law 
Enforcement grant program that will operate as a competitive grant program and provide 
flexibility to tribal communities to address their unique law enforcement needs. There is a 
particular need to address the high level of alcohol and substance abuse among Native 
Americans, which creates both significant law enforcement and health problems in tribal 
communities. This grant program will be jointly administered with OJP. 

Training and Technical Assistance to Prevent Substance Abuse and Investigate Drug 
Trafficking 

As important as direct program funding may be, we believe that through the training 
and technical assistance we provide, as well as the insightful research and statistical 
information to inform criminal and juvenile justice practitioners and policy makers, the 
Department has an even greater impact on making America’s communities safer for our 
citizens. 

For example, through the Title V Prevention Program, the Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) provides training and technical assistance through the 
Underage Drinking Enforcement Training Center (Center). Throughout its 30-year history, 
and over the past decade especially, OJJDP has made a significant investment in developing, 
demonstrating, and evaluating social and law enforcement strategies to reduce underage 
drinking. The program models and lessons learned from these years of investment are made 
available to state and local governments at little or no cost through the Center. OJJDP ' s 
continuing support of this key training and technical assistance operation allows local law 
enforcement, using existing local resources, to adopt proven enforcement strategies that are 
both socially effective and cost effective. Since 2000, the Center has conducted training in 
underage drinking enforcement operations, development of effective underage drinking 
prevention policies, strategic use of media, and youth leadership development. These 
training programs have engaged approximately 36,000 individuals in 49 states and the 
District of Columbia, with training for the remaining state, Montana, scheduled for May 
2005. The Center has served over 16,000 people through its monthly audio teleconferences, 
over 3,000 annually through its toll-free technical assistance hotline, and over one million 
contacts in 2004 through its Web site. This training is important to the overall drug abuse 
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prevention effort because alcohol is the highest drug of abuse among adolescents and is also 
linked as a "gateway" to other substance abuse. 

Training and technical assistance are the key to a huge multiplier effect in expanding 
knowledge and practical operating capability to the field. They can also be the key to helping 
states and localities leverage, or even save, limited training dollars. 

As you know from OJP ' s Bureau of Justice Assistance ' s Director Herraiz ' s 
November testimony before the Subcommittee, BJA supports the Center for Task Force 
Training (CenTF). BJA developed and implemented the CenTF Program to increase the 
effectiveness of multi-jurisdictional narcotics task force management and enforcement efforts 
throughout the nation. The program ' s objectives are to develop and refine curricula, deliver 
training, produce multimedia resources, and develop and maintain an informational Web site 
and Web-based resource center. CenTF provides training to law enforcement on drag task 
force management, investigation, and rave/club drug response. CenTF courses B Narcotics 
Task Force Management and Methamphetamine Task Force Management B address basic 
investigative techniques and task force management issues such as personnel selection, 
handling confidential informants, and raid planning. The methamphetamine course also 
provides information specific to the chemicals required to manufacture meth, exposure risks, 
and suggestions on handling meth lab seizures. In 2004, more than 1 ,300 methamphetamine 
task force commanders received this training, bringing the total number of task force 
commanders trained to 4,183. 

In response to law enforcement demand, OJP ' s BJA has more than tripled the 
number of methamphetamine training courses offered nationwide B for a total of up to 12 
courses B which will be offered in addition to three narcotics training courses. We are 
offering the methamphetamine training fi'ee of charge to all 50 states, the territories, and the 
District of Columbia through a regional approach. Through CenTF, BJA is partnering with 
the state agency designated by the governor to administer the Justice Assistance Grant (JAG) 
funds, known as the State Administering Agency (SAA). By involving the SAA upfi'ont, we 
are ensuring that the training reaches the areas, agencies, and officers that are in greatest 
need. An SAA in each of BJA' s five administrative regions will be chosen to host the 
training course for that region, with the first to be held in Virginia, 

We have received many reports of the effectiveness of CenTF, with these two being 
among the most recent success stories: the St, Tammany Parish (Louisiana) SherifFs Office 
credited the BJA Methamphetamine Investigation Management Workshop for helping make 
the largest methamphetamine "bust” in the history of southeastern Louisiana; and a 
Coraopolis (Pennsylvania) police officer encountered a meth lab just two weeks after he had 
attended the course and was able to utilize the skills he learned in the workshop to recognize 
the lab, shut it down, and make three arrests. 

Cross-Jurisdictional Efforts to Prevent Substance Abuse and Investigate Drug Trafficking 

In addition to direct funding and training and technical assistance, OJP supports state 
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and local law enforcement through cross-jurisdictional efforts that can best be accomplished 
through federal capabilities. For example, the Regional Information Sharing System (RISS) 
is made up of six regional intelligence centers that serve member state and local agencies in 
their respective geographic areas. The RISS centers facilitate and encourage information 
sharing and support to more than 6,000 city, county, state, tribal, and federal member 
agencies. RISS provides secure communications capabilities and other support, such as 
investigative analysis products, specialized surveillance equipment loans, and confidential 
funds for undercover operations. RISS operates and maintains the only secure, nationwide 
information sharing system, known as RISSNet, available to state, federal, and tribal law 
enforcement agencies, which is controlled by its member agencies. Officers accessing the 
RISSNet secure communications network can also access a number of High Intensity Drug 
Trafficking Areas (HIDTAs), a national gang intelligence data base (RISSGang), the National 
Drug Intelligence Center, as many as 23 state justice systems, and the National Virtual 
Pointer Index System, which is an all crimes deconfliction system. RISS ' s ATLX 
(Automated Trusted Information Exchange) allows non-traditional groups of users, such as 
medical facilities, limited access to the RISS Network in order to improve interagency 
communications, information sharing, and dissemination of threat information. 

In 2003, the RISS Program made over 4,700 loans of specialized equipment, such as 
surveillance devices. This type of assistance is critical, especially to smaller jurisdictions 
with limited financial resources. Member agency investigations supported by RISS Center 
services in 2003 resulted in over 4,600 arrests, seizure of $67 million in narcotics, $13 
million in property, and $4 million in seized or recovered currency, 

The President' s budget calls for an increase of $5.6 million for RISS, for a total of 
$45 million in funding. The money will be used to provide increased intelligence and 
forensic services for state and local law enforcement. 

DIP’S Community Capacity Development Office administers Operation Weed and 
Seed (Weed and Seed), which is a cross-jurisdictional strategy that aims to prevent, control 
and reduce violent crime, drug abuse and gang activity in designated high-crime 
neighborhoods across the country. Weed and Seed sites range in size from several 
neighborhood blocks to a few square miles. 

The strategy involves a two-pronged approach: law enforcement agencies and 
prosecutors cooperate in "weeding out” violent crime and drug abuse; and "seeding” by 
bringing human services to the area to facilitate prevention, intervention, treatment and 
neighborhood revitalization. A community oriented policing component bridges the weeding 
strategies. The President’s 2006 Budget seeks $59.5 million for the initiative. 

Weed and Seed ' s approach of coordination and collaboration across disciplinary and 
jurisdictional lines enables communities to craft local strategies to prevent substance abuse. 
For example in the 26”' Police District of Philadelphia, Weed and Seed assistance is allowing 
C.A.D.E. (Corporate Alliance for Drug Education) and Shalom Inc. to continue to provide 
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drag prevention and substance abuse workshops for youth in area schools and in the Safe 
Havens, C.A.D.E. and Shalom Inc, are providing these services in six public and parochial 
schools in the Weed and Seed target area. Between the two agencies, over 3,500 youth are 
participating in the workshops. 

It is also important to note that OJP and COPS support our state and local law 
enforcement partners efforts to combat the manufacturing, trafficking, and use of 
methamphetamine through a number of the programs highlighted in this testimony. 
Specifically, we intend to ensure that drug court initiatives include programs targeted to 
methamphetamine abuse; we will continue to provide training to methamphetamine task 
force commanders; we will support methamphetamine enforcement and clean-up efforts; and 
we will support RISS in providing secure communication capabilities, funding, and 
equipment loans for undercover operations. 

Overall, while the budget request reflects reductions and elimination of some grant 
programs that provide direct funding to stale and local agencies, we believe the investments 
we are proposing represent a continued commitment to the success of state and local 
programming, while mindful of our dual goals of public safety and economic prosperity. In 
testimony last week before the House Appropriations Subcommittee on Science, State, 
Justice, Commerce and Related Agencies, Attorney General Gonzales articulated the 
Department’s objectives, saying: 

"In his February 2"“* State of the Union Address, the President underscored the 
need to restrain spending in order to sustain our economic prosperity. As part of this 
restraint, it is important that total discretionary and non-security spending be held to 
levels proposed in the FY 2006 Budget, The budget savings and reforms in the 
Budget are important components of achieving the President ' s goal of cutting the 
budget deficit in half by 2009 and ' [T]he Department wants to work with the 
Congress to achieve these savings ' , 

As part of our efforts to improve management and stewardship, the 
Department continues to evaluate its programs and operations with the goals of 
achieving component-specific and departmental economies of scale, increased 
efficiencies, and cost savings/offsets to permit us to fund initiatives that are of higher 
priority." 

In closing, I want to emphasize the continued commitment of the Administration, 
specifically the Department of Justice, to our state and local partners to complement their 
efforts to eliminate the scourge of illegal drugs and drug abuse. As an indication of this 
commitment, last year OJP employees were asked for suggestions for an OJP tagline that 
would capture the essence of what OJP is about. The winning entry was the line that now 
appears on the OJP Web site: "Partnerships for Safer Communities.” I can assure you that 
the Department of Justice and its employees are dedicated partners with state, local, tribal, 
and community agencies in this shared goal B making America safe for all our citizens. 

Thank you again for this opportunity, and I would be pleased to answer your 
questions. 
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Mr. SouDER. Now I will go to Ms. O’Neil. 

STATEMENT OF CATHERINE M. O’NEIL 

Ms. O’Neil. Thank you. 

I appreciate the opportunity to testify regarding the President’s 
drug control budget and specifically the funding provided to the Or- 
ganized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Forces. The OCDETF Pro- 
gram was created in 1982 to bring together Federal, State and local 
law enforcement to mount a comprehensive attack on a regional, 
national and even international scale against major drug traffick- 
ing organizations and the financial systems that support them. 

In March 2002, then Attorney General Ashcroft designated the 
OCDEFT Program as the centerpiece of the Justice Department’s 
drug reduction strategy. Since then, the Department has focused 
the OCDETF Program and vastly improved its overall performance 
and accountability. OCDEFT has achieved great success convicting 
nearly 23,000 drug dealers since 2002. Most significantly, between 
2002 and 2004, OCDETF participants dismantled 14 of the most 
wanted international drug organizations. 

A key to OCDETF’s success has been its strong partnerships 
with State and local law enforcement. State and locals are partici- 
pating in more than 90 percent of new OCDETF investigations and 
nearly 2,000 active cases overall. The participation by these officers 
takes a variety of forms. In some cases, a State and local officer 
may originate an investigation of a local drug trafficking group 
that through solid police work and cooperation with Federal coun- 
terparts expand beyond the original district to an investigation of 
a nationwide or even international drug supply organization. 

In other cases. State and local officers provide invaluable inves- 
tigative assistance to an ongoing OCDETF case by monitoring Fed- 
eral wire taps, conducting surveillance or taking specific enforce- 
ment actions within their local jurisdictions that enable the Fed- 
eral investigation to continue undisclosed. 

Although OCDETF’s appropriated funding is used only to reim- 
burse Federal participants. State and local departments involved 
with OCDETF can obtain overtime funding. In fiscal year 2004, for 
example, OCDETF disbursed about $7 million in overtime funds to 
thousands of State and local officers across the country. Addition- 
ally, OCDETF shares significant seized assets with our partners. 
In fiscal year 2004, OCDETF particpants deposited more than $126 
million into the Assets Forfeiture Fund and nearly 40 percent of 
these deposits or $49.9 million were shared with State and local de- 
partments. As OCDETF continues to increase the overall quality of 
its investigations and particularly its financial investigations, we 
expect to seize and ultimately share even more. 

When discussing State and local participation in OCDETF, we 
cannot ignore the strong support we have received from the HIDTA 
Program. In a growing number of cases, HIDTA and OCDETF are 
working together to impact the drug trade. As you are aware, the 
President’s budget proposes to transfer the HIDTA Program from 
ONDCP to the Department of Justice with funding through 
OCDETF. There seems to be confusion about what this move will 
mean for HIDTA, so let me make one point very clear. Under the 
President’s proposal, the HIDTA Program will not be merged with 



31 


the OCDETF Program. OCDETF will use its executive office to ad- 
minister HIDTA’s funding but the programs themselves will re- 
main separate and will pursue individual missions as they do cur- 
rently. 

Both HIDTA and OCDETF will play important roles in the over- 
all drug enforcement effort. The Department welcomes this pro- 
posal as a further opportunity to pursue a comprehensive drug 
strategy that most effectively attacks organizations at all levels 
and eliminates the various criminal activities and violence associ- 
ated with drug crime. 

The fight against illegal drugs must be fought strategically on 
many fronts, interationally, nationally, regionally, and locally. Both 
HIDTA and OCDETF must utilize their limited resources in a 
manner that is complementary and that best achieves our overall 
goals. Placing the HIDTA in the Department of Justice will enable 
us to more effectively define our drug strategy, to establish clear 
priorities for our key programs and to allocate our drug enforce- 
ment resources. 

OCDETF is well suited to administer the HIDTA Program as it 
too is an independent, multi-agency, multi-jurisdictional enforce- 
ment program dedicated to promoting cooperation and coordination 
among drug enforcement personnel. No single investigative agency 
is more important than another and we strive to ensure that we 
are effectively leveraging the expertise and manpower of every en- 
tity that participates. 

While the President’s budget reduces HIDTA funding to $100 
million, the Department is committed to making HIDTA operate 
productively, particularly by emphasizing those elements of the 
program including coordination and intelligence sharing that have 
worked so well over the years. 

Before closing, I simply want to note that the other elements of 
OCDETF’s budget, the funding for the Fusion Center, for new pros- 
ecutors and new marshals and funding for the FBI, all will en- 
hance the program’s overall ability to dismantle major drug traf- 
ficking and will allow OCDETF to continue to work closely with 
State and local departments and to share the proceeds of our suc- 
cess. OCDETF was born in an America that was under attack from 
organized drug trafficking and to respond to that threat, we adopt- 
ed a strategy of cooperation among law enforcement at all levels. 
Federal, State and local. 

The proud tradition of cooperative law enforcement remains just 
as vibrant today as it was more than 20 years ago. Today our ef- 
forts remain just as critical to our Nation’s security and our future. 
We will continue the fight against illegal drugs, we will fight hard- 
er and we will fight smarter and we will win. 

I appreciate your support for this program and for our overall 
drug enforcement efforts. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. O’Neil follows:] 
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I appreciate the opportunity to testify before you today regarding the President ' s FY 
2006 drug control budget and, specifically, the funding provided to support the Organized Crime 
Drug Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF) Program. 

Overview of the OCDETF Program 

The OCDETF Program is one of the longest-standing multi-agency task force programs. 
Tt was originally created in 1 982 by President Ronald Reagan to respond to the growing threat of 
organized drug trafficking. And the idea was very simple. Sophisticated criminal enterprises 
could never be eliminated, unless we attacked them comprehensively — on a regional, national 
and even international scale - and unless we used all of the law enforcement tools and expertise 
we had at our disposal in a coordinated and unified fashion. Thus, OCDETF was bom to bring 
together federal, state and local law enforcement, as well as foreign governments, and to unite 
them in a single goal: to dismantle major drug trafficking organizations and the financial 
systems that supported them. 

Today OCDETF combines the talents of more than 3,000 agents and analysts of the Dmg 
Enforcement Administration, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the Bureau of Alcohol, 
Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives, the United States Marshals Service, the Internal Revenue 
Service, U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement and the U.S. Coast Guard, together with 
nearly 600 prosecutors from the 94 U.S. Attorneys’ Offices nationwide and the Criminal and Tax 
Divisions of the Department of Justice. These men and women of federal dmg enforcement 
work hand in hand with foreign counterparts and with thousands of state and local law 
enforcement officers and prosecutors across this country to mount a comprehensive and 
coordinated attack on the most significant drug supply networks threatening this country. 

In March, 2002, then Attorney General Ashcroft announced the Department of Justice’s 
dmg supply reduction strategy, which focused on dismpting and dismantling the largest dmg 
trafficking and related money laundering organizations operating regionally, nationally and 
internationally. The OCDETF Program was designated as the centerpiece of that strategy. Since 
then, the Department has worked to refocus the OCDETF Program and to improve its overall 
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performance and accountability. Under the leadership of the Deputy Attorney General=s Office, 
the OCDETF Program has achieved great success: 

$ OCDETF has placed a renewed emphasis on expanding investigations beyond the 
originating jurisdiction into neighboring areas where related components of the 
targeted organizations may be operating. As of December 31, 2004, 82% of all 
active OCDETF investigations, and 90% of all newly-initiated investigations, 
were multi-jurisdictional ~ that is, the investigations were multi-state, multi- 
regional or international in scope. This represents a dramatic increase over the 
19% of investigations in this category on March 31, 2003. 

$ Since the OCDETF Program Guidelines were revised in FY 2002, the number of 
new investigations that are international in scope has increased from 29% to 47%. 

$ OCDETF has focused on including a financial investigation aimed at identifying 
and destroying the financial systems that support the targeted drug organization in 
all investigations. As of December 31, 2004, 95% of all newly-initiated OCDETF 
cases, and almost 89% of all active investigations, included an ongoing financial 
investigation. 

$ OCDETF=s focus on financial investigations has resulted in increased success in 
seizures and forfeitures as well. By the close FY 2004, OCDETF seizures 
exceeded FY 2003 totals by 42%. 

Most significantly, between 2002 and 2004, OCDETF member agencies dismantled 14 of 
the "most wanted" international drug trafficking organizations B those on the Consolidated 
Priority Organization Target (CPOT) List B and severely disrupted the operations of another 8. 

In addition, 17 of the CPOT leaders were arrested. OCDETF participants dismantled another 87 
domestic organizations. 

One of the premier examples of OCDETF’s success is Operation Busted Manatee, a 
29-month OCDETF investigation targeting the cocaine smuggling organization headed by CPOT 
Elias Cobos-Munoz. The Cobos-Munoz organization shipped multi-ton quantities of cocaine 
through the Caribbean corridor into the United States and was estimated to be responsible for 
approximately 10% of all cocaine traversing that corridor. The organization also generated more 
than $145 million in drug profits. Cobos-Munoz and 50 members of his organization were 
arrested in Colombia, Panama, Jamaica, the Bahamas, the United States and Canada in June, 
2004, and more than 7 tons of cocaine were seized. This operation marked the conclusion of 
eight operations, collectively known as the "Caribbean Initiative." That initiative resulted in the 
arrest of three other CPOTs, in addition to Cobos-Munoz, and seizures valued at more than $85 
million. DEA, ICE and IRS, together with various state and local agencies, participated in this 
investigation. 

Operation Candy Box was a two-year law enforcement operation involving cooperation 
between the U.S. and Canada. This OCDETF investigation targeted members of a major ecstasy 
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trafficking ring, headed by Wong Ze Wai, that manufactured millions of tablets of ecstasy in 
Canada and transported the drugs into the United States for distribution in nightclubs and on the 
streets. The operation resulted in the arrests of more than 130 members of the organization, the 
dismantlement of three ecstasy manufacturing labs, and the seizure of more than 250 pounds of 
ecstasy powder and more than $6 million. DEA, FBI, ICE, IRS and numerous state and local 
agencies, as well as foreign law enforcement authorities, all participated in the investigation. 

Operation Panama Express is a multi-agency effort supported by OCDETF that focuses 
on major maritime smuggling organizations operating from the North and West coasts of 
Colombia. The two existing task forces collect and analyze information regarding Colombian 
drug shipments and pass actionable leads on to the Joint Interagency Task Force. Since its 
inception, Panama Express has led to the seizure of, or caused the loss at sea of, more than 329 
tons of cocaine. In addition, nearly 700 persons have been arrested and more than $14 million in 
assets have been seized. 


State and Local Participation in OCDETF 


A key to OCDETF’s success has been its strong partnerships with state and local law 
enforcement officers. During FY 2004, state and local officers participated in 756 of the 
investigations initiated under the Program B or nearly 86% of all new investigations. 

Participation has grown this year as state and local departments are involved in more than 90% 
of the investigations initiated so far during FY 2005. In all, state and locals currently support 
1,993 active OCDETF investigations. Among these investigations are cases targeting some of 
the highest-level international and domestic drug trafficking targets. Indeed, state and locals are 
actively engaged in 385 CPOT-linked cases; they also are participating in 352 investigations 
cormected to regional priority targets nationwide. 

The participation by state and local officers takes a variety of forms. In some cases, a 
state and local officer may actually originate an investigation of a local drug trafficking group 
that, through solid police work and cooperation with federal counterparts, expands beyond the 
original district to an investigation of a nationwide or even international drug supply 
organization. In other cases, state and local officers provide invaluable investigative assistance 
to an ongoing federal investigation by monitoring federal wiretaps, conducting surveillance, or 
taking specific enforcement actions within their local jurisdictions that enable the ongoing 
investigation to continue undisclosed. 

Although OCDETF ' s appropriated funding is used only to reimburse the salaries of 
federal agencies participating in the Program, state and local departments involved with 
OCDETF can obtain overtime funding. In particular, OCDETF separately requests funding 
through the Department of Justice Assets Forfeiture Fund to support its State and Local Overtime 
Program. For FY 2005, OCDETF is receiving approximately $7 million in funds to compensate 
officers for overtime hours worked on OCDETF investigations. This amount is comparable to 
the funds received during FY 2004. More than 7,700 officers from 946 different state and local 
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departments across the country applied for overtime fimds from OCDETF during FY 2004. The 
number of departments participating in the overtime program and the number of individual 
officers receiving reimbursement have increased consistently since 2002. OCDETF is 
committed to seeking sufficient levels of state and local overtime funding to enable these 
departments and officers to continue to make valuable contributions to OCDETF investigations. 

Additionally, OCDETF shares significant seized assets with our state and local partners. 
Indeed, since 2002, the OCDETF Program has required that every OCDETF investigation have a 
financial component and that drug assets be pursued, seized and forfeited. As a result of this 
renewed emphasis on finding the drug money, OCDETF contributions to the Assets Forfeiture 
Fund have increased substantially. In FY 2004, OCDETF participants deposited more than $126 
million in the Fund. Nearly 40% of these deposits B or $49.9 million B were shared with state 
and local departments. Some additional assets seized as the result of OCDETF investigations 
were directly turned over to state and local departments. We recognize that these monies allow 
state and local departments to purchase much-needed equipment and to fund other critical 
enforcement needs, and we are pleased to see the spoils of the drug trade redirected to such 
worthy recipients. As OCDETF continues to increase the overall quality of its investigations B 
and particularly its financial investigations B we fully expect to be able to seize and ultimately 
share even more with those who support our investigations. 

OCDETF and the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) Program 

The OCDETF and HIDTA Programs both seek to unite federal, state and local law 
enforcement in the fight against drug trafficking, and the HIDTA Program clearly has made 
many valuable contributions to our overall drug enforcement effort. In a growing number of 
cases, moreover, HIDTA and OCDETF are working together to impact the drug trade. For 
example, during the first quarter of FY 2005, just over 40% of newly-initiated OCDETF 
investigations involved participation by HIDTA; this is up from only 30% of cases in FY 2002. 
Significantly, the HIDTAs participate in between 30% and 40% of all active Consolidated 
Priority Organization Target (CPOT) cases and regional priority target cases. While some of the 
HIDTAs, by virtue of their proximity to the Southwest border or other major transit zones, 
routinely pursue these high-level organizations, others have had success in working local and 
regional investigations into nationwide cases against major domestic and international suppliers. 

The FY 2006 President’s budget proposes to transfer the HIDTA Program from the 
Office of National Drug Control Policy to the Department of Justice, with funding provided 
through the OCDETF Program. The budget also proposes a reduced funding level of $100 
million. 

The Department of Justice welcomes the President’s budget proposal as a further 
opportunity to pursue a comprehensive drug strategy that most effectively attacks drug 
organizations at all levels and eliminates the various criminal activities and violence associated 
with drug crime. Indeed, the fight against illegal drugs must be fought strategically, and on 
many fronts B internationally, nationally, regionally and locally. To this end, both OCDETF and 
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HIDTA must utilize their limited resources in a manner that is complementary and that best 
achieves our overall drug enforcement goals. Placing the HIDTA Program in the Department of 
Justice will enable the Administration to more effectively define its drug strategy, to establish 
clear priorities for its key enforcement programs, and to allocate its drug enforcement resources. 

It is important to make one point clear: under the President ' s proposal the HIDTA 
Program will not be merged into OCDETF. OCDETF will administer the funding for the 
HIDTA Program, but the programs themselves will remain separate and will pursue individual - 
though non-duplicative - missions. Both HIDTA and OCDETF will play important roles in the 
overall drug effort. 

OCDETF is suited to administer the HIDTA Program, as it, too, is an independent, 
multi-agency, multi-jurisdictional enforcement program dedicated to promoting cooperation and 
coordination among drug enforcement personnel. As I have often said, "OCDETF works 
because it belongs to everyone and to no one." No one single investigative agency is more 
important than another, and we strive to ensure that we are effectively leveraging the expertise 
and manpower of every entity that participates. 

Moreover, OCDETF has undergone a ” rebirth" of sorts since 2002. Indeed, for many 
years prior to 2002, OCDETF had strayed from its mission and become a simple funding 
mechanism for federal agencies. Today, however, the program is squarely focused on its core 
mission of dismantling high-level drug organizations, and its program participants have 
embraced a new era of accountability and performance. In particular, to improve the overall 
efficiency and effectiveness of the Program, OCDETF has implemented the following 
management and performance initiatives: 

$ Revisions to the OCDETF Program Guidelines : OCDETF amended the Program 
Guidelines to focus the Program on its original mission of disrupting and 
dismantling the most significant drug and money laundering organizations. This 
change met with some resistance from individual agency participants, who 
viewed OCDETF as a source of funding for aH drug crime; however, under the 
leadership of the Department, the Guidelines have been strictly enforced and the 
OCDETF Program is achieving results against these high-level organizations. 
(2002 and 2004) 

$ Emphasis on Financial Investigations : The revised Guidelines also mandated that 
a financial investigation be conducted as part of every OCDETF investigation. 
Through recent budget submissions, which have included requests for additional 
IRS agents as well as financial analysts, OCDETF has sought to increase the 
capacity of the Program to pursue these investigations. (2002) 

$ Formulation of Strategic Plans : At the direction of the Attorney General, and 
under the guidance of OCDETF, each of the nine OCDETF regions, for the first 
time ever, developed regional strategic plans, proposing proactive, multi-agency 
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strategies for attacking the specific drug threats and major organizations operating 
in the region. The submission of these strategies is now an annual requirement. 
Subsequently, OCDETF added a requirement that each region establish specific 
performance goals. Under the leadership of the Deputy Attorney General’s 
Office, these strategies are now being coordinated with other enforcement 
programs, including the HIDTA Program. (2002) 

$ Development of the Consolidated Priority Organization Target List : At the 
direction of the Attorney General, and under the guidance of OCDETF, the 
OCDETF-member agencies, for the first time, developed a unified list of the 
“ most wanted” international drug and money laundering targets. OCDETF, 
through its Associate/Deputy Directors, continues to chair the multi-agency 
working group tasked with updating and overseeing the List. (2002) 

$ Development of Regional Priority Organization Target Lists : As part of the 
strategic plan process, each of the OCDETF regions must identify Regional 
Priority Organization Targets (RPOTs) representing the most significant drug and 
money laundering organizations threatening the region. The OCDETF Executive 
Office provides specific guidance to the regions in the selection of these targets to 
ensure that the Lists represented the collective judgment of all districts and all 
participating OCDETF agencies rather than simply reflecting the Apriority 
targets® of a single agency. Currently, there are approximately 350 targets that 
are designated Regional Priority Organization Targets. (2003) 

$ Issuance of Field Guidance : OCDETF management periodically issues formal, 
written management guidance to the field to explain the Program ' s goals and 
priorities and to provide specific direction on achieving those goals. In the past, 
this guidance has addressed CPOT and RPOT criteria, financial investigations, 
strategic plans and OCDETF reporting standards. The field guidance helps to 
focus all agencies on uniform priorities, consistent with the President ' s agenda 
and the Attorney General ' s drug strategy. (2003 and 2004) 

$ Initiation of co-located OCDETF Task Forces : OCDETF was originally formed as 
part of a true "task force" approach against sophisticated criminal organizations, 
with prosecutors and law enforcement personnel working side-by-side in the same 
location. As part of its return to its original mission, OCDETF encouraged the 
development of co-located OCDETF task forces in key cities around the country, 
which not only could aggressively target the highest-level trafficking 
organizations but also could function as a central point of contact for OCDETF 
agents and prosecutors nationwide, gathering intelligence and disseminating leads 
throughout the neighboring areas. (2003 and 2004) 

$ Implementation of Performance-based Resource Allocation and Budgeting : For 
the first time since the inception of the Program, OCDETF management has 
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examined the allocation of Program resources to align resources with the drug 
threat and to reward performance consistent with Program goals. OCDETF now 
requires member agencies to submit a resource allocation/staffing plan with their 
annual operating plans, so that resource levels may be regularly evaluated and 
adjusted. Agencies also must provide annual workload data. As of the close of 
FY 2004, 45% of OCDETF' s agent resources w'ere deployed to the highest threat 
areas. (2003 and 2004) 

$ Enhancements to Progam Communication : The OCDETF Executive Office, 
through the Criminal Division, has designed and launched a Web-based system 
that enables OCDETF participants, through the U.S. Attorneys ' Offices, to access 
Program data and to report on Program performance, (2003) 

$ Focus on Accountability and Reporting : OCDETF implemented an Interim and 
Final Report requirement for all investigations to collect accurate data on the 
status, progress and impact of OCDETF investigations. OCDETF also distributes 
monthly, and more comprehensive quarterly, performance indicator reports to all 
U.S. Attorneys, OCDETF Lead Task Force Attorneys, and agency managers. 
These reports track key OCDETF performance indicator data as welt as reporting 
compliance rates for each judicial district. The OCDETF Director uses this 
information to conduct district and agency performance reviews. These 
accountability and reporting measures have greatly improved the quality of 
information reported to the Executive Office and have become essential 
management tools for field program managers. (2003 and 2004) 

$ Improved Financial Controls : OCDETF revised its reimbursement agreements 
with participating agencies, as well as its State and Local Overtime Program 
Manual, to strengthen oversight and controls over OCDETF funds. OCDETF 
also implemented a new tracking system to enable the Program to more 
effectively monitor the use of state and local overtime funding. In this way, 
OCDETF is better able to move fimding among the OCDETF regions to ensure 
that the program achieves maximum results. (2004) 

$ The OCDETF Fusion Center : OCDETF was authorized to use $25 million in 
funding in FY 2004 to establish a Fusion Center that will collect all drug and 
related financial intelligence data in a single data repository, conduct thorough 
cross-case analysis of the data, and disseminate to the field trend information, tips 
and leads. Through the multi-agency Special Operations Division, the Fusion 
Center will coordinate investigations initiated as a result of Fusion Center tips and 
leads. The vast majority of OCDETF member agencies, the National Drug 
Intelligence Center (NDIC) and the Financial Crimes Enforcement Network 
(FinCEN) have committed to participating in the Fusion Center. The multi- 
agency "buy-in" to the Center was achieved, in large part, because of its 
designation as an independent, multi-agency, “OCDETF entity” and through the 
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support and leadership of the Deputy Attorney General and the Attorney General. 
This Fusion Center, expected to commence initial operations in 2005, will 
enhance law enforcement ' s ability to " connect ail of the dots " and to disrupt and 
dismantle entire organizations. The real value of the OCDETF Fusion Center will 
be seen in the increased flow of valuable investigative information back to the 
field, particularly with regard to CPOTs and RPOTs. (2004) 

$ Development of Outcome Measures : The OCDETF Director has been working 
with the Justice Management staff and other Justice components to develop 
uniform outcome measures to measure impact on drug supply. As a first step, 
OCDETF developed agreed-upon definitions for "disruption” and 
"dismantlement" of targeted organizations. (2004) 

Given that performance assessments of the HIDTA Program have identified deficiencies 
in establishing performance goals and demonstrating results, the Department is hopeful that 
some of the strategies employed with the OCDETF Program will help to improve the overall 
effectiveness of HIDTA, 

Even at a reduced funding level, the HIDTA Program can operate productively, 
particularly by emphasizing those elements of the Program - including, most significantly, 
HIDTA ' s partnerships with state and local law enforcement - that have worked so well over the 
years. The Department of Justice will work closely with ONDCP and with representatives of the 
HIDTA community over the coming months to develop a plan to ensure that the transfer of the 
Program and the funding arrangement can be implemented successfully. 

Other Provisions of the FY 2006 OCDETF Budget 

While I recognize that the HIDTA proposal is of primary interest to this Committee in 
this hearing, I would like to highlight the other aspects of the OCDETF budget for FY 2006. All 
of the funding requested for OCDETF will directly support the President ' s National Drug 
Control Strategy and the drug strategy of the Department of Justice, and will enhance the 
Program’s overall ability to disrupt and dismantle significant drug trafficking and related money 
laundering organizations. Obviously, in doing so, OCDETF will continue to work closely with 
state and local law enforcement and to share the proceeds of successful investigations with state 
and local departments. 

$14.5 million for OCDETF Fusion Center 


First, the President’s budget requests $14.5 million in base funding to support the 
operations and maintenance of the OCDETF Fusion Center. The Fusion Center is a critical 
component of the Administration’s effort to conduct intelligence-driven and coordinated 
enforcement activities against major drug trafficking organizations operating regionally, 
nationally, and internationally. It will - for the first time - provide a single entity for the 
collection, storage, and analysis of drug intelligence and drug-related financial information from 
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all the OCDETF member agencies, and it will greatly enhance law enforcement ' s ability to 
make cormections among the various networks that comprise major trafficking organizations, 
including, in particular, those networks responsible for moving and laundering drug proceeds. 
The Fusion Center also will enhance law enforcement' s capacity to make links between drug 
traffickers and terrorists or terrorist organizations. 

Six of the seven federal OCDETF-member law enforcement agencies, as well as the 
National Drug Intelligence Center and the Financial Crimes Enforcement Network (FinCEN) 
signed as Charter Members of the Fusion Center. OCDETF agencies already have begun 
transmitting test data and detailing personnel to the project. Once the Fusion Center has become 
established and fully operational, OCDETF will encourage other entities to join the project. 
OCDETF already had considered the HIDTA Intelligence Centers, for example, to be invaluable 
partners for this project. 

The base funding requested in FY 2006 is vital to support the operations of the Fusion 
Center beyond 2005. Indeed, although OCDETF originally had requested $22 million to develop 
the Fusion Center, with approximately $I 1 million carrying forward to address ongoing costs, 
the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2004 (P.L. 108-199) directed that $25 million in DEA ' s 
FY 2003 carryover funds be used to create the OCDETF Fusion Center. These were "one-time” 
funds, and accordingly, no base funds for recurring costs were appropriated. OCDETF did not 
have the opportunity to include operational base funding as part of its FY 2005 budget request, 
as the request was finalized before the final language of the 2004 appropriation had become 
known. Thus, without the $14.5 million in funding requested, the OCDETF Fusion Center will 
not be able to operate beyond 2005. 

$5.9 million for OCDETF Prosecutors 


The President’s budget also requests $5.9 million and 41 positions to address existing 
staffing imbalances within the OCDETF attorney workforce. As part of the refocusing of the 
OCDETF Program in 2002, OCDETF leadership examined the allocation of investigative and 
prosecutorial resources nationwide to ensure not only that the resources were properly aligned to 
meet current and existing drug threats but also that the resources were appropriately balanced. 
Clearly, an OCDETF investigation is successful not simply once the targets have been identified 
and arrested; the drug dealers must also be prosecuted and incarcerated. For this reason, every 
OCDETF investigation requires both investigative and prosecutorial support. 

In 2003, OCDETF determined that a staffing deficit of nearly 300 prosecutors existed 
nationwide. OCDETF, therefore, drafted a four-year staffing plan to gradually increase the 
number of OCDETF prosecutors and to ultimately achieve an overall staffing ratio of one 
attorney for every 4.5 agents. This ratio originally had been calculated as a result of a 1985 
management study of the OCDETF Program, and it was validated in 2003 by the management 
review team of Erast & Young/Giuliani Partners. 
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OCDETF received new Assistant United States Attorney positions in both the 2004 and 
2005 appropriations, and OCDETF has been begun deploying those prosecutors to the field. The 
President' s 2006 request for 41 positions represents a continuing effort to pursue this staffing 
plan. 

S2.1 million for the U.S. Marshals 


The FY 2006 budget also requests $2.1 million and 9 criminal investigators as Phase II of 
a multi-year plan to increase the capacity of the U.S. Marshals Service to apprehend OCDETF 
fugitives. The U.S. Marshals Service is responsible for 90% of all OCDETF fugitive 
investigations. Currently, there are about 6,500 OCDETF fugitives nationwide. Typically, these 
fugitives are high-level, repeat offenders who flee apprehension only to continue their criminal 
enterprise elsewhere. Thus, their arrest immediately promotes a safer community and increases 
the likelihood that a given drug organization will be permanently unable to operate. 

These resources will bolster the regional fugitive apprehension teams that are to be 
established using resources provided as part of the FY 2005 appropriation. 

$50 million for the Federal Bureau of Investigation 

Finally, the President ' s budget proposes $50 million to enhance the participation of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) in the OCDETF Program. These resources will enable 
OCDETF to initiate and pursue a greater number of complex, nationwide investigations - 
particularly of organizations that engage in financial crimes, public corruption, fraud and other 
related activities for which the FBI’s expertise will be most valuable. 

This increase will compensate for the redirection of $67 million (365 agents and 243 
support personnel) in FBI’s direct drug enforcement resources to other FBI priorities. 

Direct Funding for Agencies from Treasury and Homeland Security 

For the last two years, OCDETF has requested funding for all of its participating agencies 
B including those from within the Departments of the Treasury and Homeland Security B in a 
single Department of Justice appropriation. The consolidated budget served as a critical 
management tool for the OCDETF Program. By having central control of all OCDETF funds, 
the Program leadership was in a position to more effectively and strategically allocate OCDETF 
resources, establish uniform priorities and measures of performance, and hold participants 
accountable for results. 

In each of the preceding budget cycles, however. Congress has expressed concern with 
funding non- Justice agencies from the Justice appropriation. In FY 2005, OCDETF funding for 
U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement, the Internal Revenue Service and the U.S. Coast 
Guard was reduced to about 70% of the FY 2004 enacted levels, and the Conferees indicated that 
FY 2005 would be the last year in which funding would be provided to non-Justice participants 
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through the Justice bill. Thus, while the Administration continues to support the management 
objectives underlying the consolidated budget, the President ' s budget does not seek a 
consolidated budget for the OCDETF Program. 

Beginning in FY 2006, Justice agencies are to be funded through the OCDETF budget, 
while non-Justice OCDETF participants are to be funded through the Treasury and Homeland 
Security direct appropriations. It will be imperative that these Departments fully support the 
OCDETF Program with appropriate staffing, funding levels and enhancements, if the goals of 
the Program are to be achieved. 

The absence of a consolidated budget will present management challenges for the 
OCDETF Program, but the Program leadership will adapt to the new funding environment. In 
particular, OCDETF will work with its own Executive Committee and its member agencies to 
codify the practices and policies that have been most critical to the Program ' s financial 
management, performance and accountability efforts. OCDETF also will work with relevant 
Congressional Committees to consider additional methods of achieving the original objectives of 
the consolidated budget. 

Conclusion 


The Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Forces Program was bom in an America 
that was under attack - attack from an enemy that not only took American lives but also 
destroyed America ' s freedom and promise. That enemy was organized drug trafficking. To 
respond to that threat, we adopted a strategy of cooperation and coordination among law 
enforcement at all levels - federal, state and local. That proud tradition of cooperative law 
enforcement - the OCDETF Program - remains just as vibrant today as it was more than twenty 
years ago. And today, as our country remains under attack, not only from drug traffickers who 
pour cocaine, methamphetamine, heroin and marijuana into our country and onto our streets, but 
also from terrorists, some of whom rely upon profits of the drug trade to fund their campaigns of 
terror, our efforts remain just as critical to our nation’s security and our future. So, we will 
continue to fight the fight against illegal drugs. We will fight harder and smarter, and we will 
win. I appreciate your support for this program and for our drug enforcement efforts. 


11 



43 


Mr. SOUDER. Thank you. 

Mr. Horton. 

STATEMENT OF JOHN HORTON 

Mr. Horton. Thank you for the invitation to testify before you 
today regarding the President’s 2006 Drug Control Budget. I have 
submitted written testimony and would ask that it be made a part 
of the record. 

I recognize that you have already heard from ONDCP Director 
John Walters regarding the overall drug control budget, so I will 
keep my verbal testimony brief I will also try to keep it focused 
on aspects of the budget which specifically pertain to drug enforce- 
ment programs. 

Broadly, the President’s proposal increases the drug control 
budget by nearly $270 million or 2.2 percent over this fiscal year. 
The budget incorporates the programs and principles needed to 
continue the success the administration has seen over the last 3 
years, a 17 percent reduction in youth drug use in America. 

The drug control budget increases support for domestic drug en- 
forcement by 2.1 percent or nearly $70 million. Dividing the drug 
control budget into five policy categories, prevention, treatment, do- 
mestic enforcement, international and interdiction, domestic en- 
forcement occupies the largest individual slice of that pie at 27 per- 
cent. This is the Federal budget and so it should come as no sur- 
prise that our drug enforcement support is primarily Federal in na- 
ture. 

I am joined today by colleagues from the Department of Justice 
and between the three of us, I hope we can answer questions the 
committee may have about specific programs. I recognize that one 
of the programs of interest is the HIDTA Program, so before con- 
cluding my verbal testimony, I would like to take a few moments 
to explain the rationale behind the administration’s proposal re- 
garding HIDTA. 

The President’s budget proposes two things regarding HIDTA. 
First is to move it from its current location at the Office of Na- 
tional Drug Control Policy to the Department of Justice and second 
to fund the program at $100 milliion. With respect to the location 
of the HIDTA Program, the administration thinks that the best 
place for drug enforcement programs like HIDTA is at the Depart- 
ment of Justice. That is one of the reasons that the Department of 
Justice exists, to oversee and to coordinate our national law en- 
forcement efforts. 

The HIDTA Program is an important part of those efforts. In 
order for the program to be the best it can be at important func- 
tions like intelligence sharing and fostering multi-agency and 
multi-jurisdictional coordination, it is important for the program to 
be at the Department of Justrice itself. It is also important that the 
program retain its focus on State and local law enforcement and 
ONCDP will work with the Department of Justice and with Con- 
gress to ensure that this focus is maintained and that the transi- 
tion is smooth. 

With respect to the funding level for HIDTA, I would note first 
what we think is the most important fact, that the HIDTA Pro- 
gram is important and that is why it was not proposed for elimi- 
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nation. Broadly, I know that Congress is aware of the President’s 
commitment to fiscal responsibility and to sustaining the economic 
expansion by exercising fiscal restraint. As a matter of general 
principle, the administration is trying to be as efficient with the 
money of the taxpayers as we can be expected and I think that you 
and Congress do as well. 

The level of funding proposed for the HIDTA Program combined 
with its placement at the Department of Justice will enable the 
program to maintain a strong focus on supporting State and local 
agencies. Additionally, I would note the administration has rightly 
made program performance central to budget decisionmaking and 
the Office of Management and Budget has concluded that the 
PARTS score, the program assessment rating tool used by 0MB, of 
the HIDTA Program suggests that the program has not dem- 
onstrated results. 

With that said about HIDTA, I think it is important to look at 
the President’s drug control budget as a whole. It increases support 
for domestic drug enforcement. It increases the drug control budget 
as a whole in a fiscally responsible manner. I recognize that some 
of the specific provisions in the budget will be the subject of a 
healthy debate as they should be. While the American people de- 
serve a rigorous and vigorous discussion of the right funding prior- 
ities, they also deserve to have their money spent on the programs 
that will provide the best results. 

The ultimate test of success is continued reductions in especially 
youth drug use and this budget is the reight way to continue the 
successes of the past 3 years. 

Thank you and I look forward to answering any questions you 
may have. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Horton follows:] 
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StatemeBt by John C. Horton 
Associate Deputy Director for State and Local Affairs 
Office of National Drug Control Policy 
Before the House Committee on Government Reform 
Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, and Human Resources 
March 10, 2005 

Chairman Souder, Ranking Member Cummings, and Members of the Subcommittee: thank you 
for the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss the President’s fiscal year 2006 drug 
control budget, and how its provisions further the President’s stated objectives of reducing drug 
use in America by both adults and our youth. 

As the Committee is aware, our national drug control efforts to date have resulted in good news. 
Drug use among our youth - arguably the most important indicator of our national drug control 
efforts - is down 1 7 percent. Crime in America is at a 30-year low. Our efforts to disrupt the 
demand for and the supply of illicit drugs are making steady progress. 

Our continuing commitment to making the drug problem smaller is underscored by an overall 
increase in the fiscal year 2006 drug control budget of almost $270 million, or 2.2 percent over 
the fiscal year 2005 enacted level. Of course, drug control is not the only priority reflected within 
the fiscal year 2006 budget. Other national priorities include the defense of the homeland from 
attack; the transformation of our military and the support of our troops as they continue fighting 
the global war on terror; the spread of freedom throughout the world; the promotion of high 
standards in our schools; and the continuation of pro-growth policies that have helped to produce 
millions of new jobs and restore confidence in our economy. 

The fiscal year 2006 budget adopts a common sense approach to meet our national priorities. It 
aims to ensure sustained economic expansion by exercising even greater spending restraint than 
in the past, continuing reductions in the rate of growth in non-security discretionary spending 
accomplished in each year of the President's first term. In making decisions about spending 
restraint, program evaluation was guided by three major criteria: whether the program meets the 
nation’s priorities; whether the program meets the President’s principles for the use of taxpayer 
resources; and whether the program produces the intended results. It is important to note that 
decisions in the second category - regarding the use of taxpayer resources - included an analysis 
of whether an appropriate federal role can be identified in the program’s mission. 

The fiscal year 2006 budget provides the resources needed to continue our progress in the three 
core priorities of the National Drug Control Strategy: Stopping Drug Use Before it Starts; 
Healing America’s Drug Users; and Disrupting the Market. 

The overall increase in the federal drug control budget includes a $69.8 million or 2.1 percent 
increase in domestic law enforcement - the largest portion of the five functional areas of the 
federal drug control budget at 27 percent. Notable increases for domestic law enforcement 
include: 
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• An increase of $15.6 million and 36 positions (including 18 Intelligence Analysts and 2 
Agents) to folly exploit, gather, analyze and share intelligence information and maintain and 
upgrade DEA’s intelligence capabilities, to include a modernization of the narcotics and 
Dangerous Drugs Information System (NADDIS). 

• An increase of $22.6 million and 55 Special Agents for the DEA’s Priority Targeting 
Initiative, which will strengthen DEA’s efforts to disrupt or dismantle drug trafficking and 
money laundering Priority Target Organizations, including those linked to trafficking 
organizations on the Consolidated Priority Organizations Target (CPOT) list. 

• An increase of $14.5 million for the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force’s 
(OCDETF’s) Fusion Center Initiative, which will provide base funding for the ongoing 
operations and maintenance of the OCDETF Fusion Center beyond FY 2005, developed to 
collect and analyze drug trafficking and related financial investigative information and to 
disseminate investigative leads to the OCDETF participants. 

• An increase of $50 million to compensate for the redirection of resources from the FBI’s 
direct drug budget to other FBI priorities. This approach will focus additional funds on 
targeting major drug trafficking organizations and their financial infrastructure, and increase 
OCDETF’s ability to disrupt and dismantle major international, national and regional 
networks, particularly to the extent that such organizations are engaged in financial crimes, 
public corruption and other activities within the expertise of the FBI. 

• An increase of $5.9 million for the Assistant U.S. Attorney Initiative which will provide 
forty-one new Assistant United States Attorney positions to address staffing imbalances 
within the U.S. Attorney workforce and between investigative and prosecutorial resources. 

Toward enhanced restraint, the fiscal year 2006 budget proposes more than 150 reductions, 
reforms and eliminations in non-security discretionary programs. Among the reductions is the 
High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) program. The President’s budget proposes 
moving the HIDTA program to the Department of Justice (DOJ) at a reduced fiscal year 2006 
funding level of $100 million, The program would maintain a distinct mission and identity, 
although funding will be administered through the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement task 
Forces (OCDETF) Program. 

There are several reasons for moving the HIDTA program to DOJ. Enforcement-related 
programs such as HIDTA are best administered by the Department of Justice - the arm of the 
Federal government with the most expertise in law and drug enforcement matters. Shifting the 
HIDTA program to DOJ will enable law enforcement to target the drug trade in a manner that is 
strategic and complements DOJ’s other drug enforcement efforts. 

The HIDTA program is important, and that is why it was not eliminated. The restructured 
HIDTA program will retain its focus on state and local law enforcement, and on coordinating the 
drug enforcement efforts of Federal, State and local agencies. DOJ will preserve the program’s 
worthy elements, such as intelligence sharing and fostering multi-agency and multi-jurisdictional 
law enforcement coordination. DOJ will also ensure that the HIDTA program continues to play a 
key role in our nation’s drug enforcement efforts, particularly those involving coordination with 
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state and local departments, in a manner that complements the activities of other existing 
programs, like OCDETF, and of individual agencies, like the DBA. 

The proposed reduction in funding is for the following reasons. First, Congress is aware of the 
President’s commitment to fiscal responsibility and, as previously noted, sustaining economic 
expansion by exercising fiscal restraint. At a time when discretionary spending is essentially 
frozen and with a number of competing priorities, some cuts in spending are necessary to meet 
our national strategic objectives, as noted above. 

Second, a frank discussion of the HIDTA program must note its significant growth since its 
inception in the late 1980s. Originally designed to focus and coordinate anti-trafficking drug 
enforcement efforts in the areas of the country which have the highest level of drag trafficking, 
the program has grown to 28 HIDTAs from the original five and now encompasses more than 
sixty percent of the nation’s population. This has expanded the HIDTA program to areas which - 
despite facing drag activity, including some degree of drag distribution or manufacturing - are 
not necessarily in the top tier of high-intensity drug trafficking regions. 

Third, this Administration has made program performance central to budget decision making. 
The Office of Management and Budget (OMB) has concluded, based on their Program 
Assessment Rating Tool (PART) assessment of the HIDTA program during the fiscal years 2004 
and 2005, that HIDTA has not been able to demonstrate results. 

The President’s National Drug Control Strategy has, over the last three years, yielded extremely 
positive results. The President’s fiscal year 2006 budget increases support for our drug control 
efforts overall. It is the right mix of international, interdiction, prevention, treatment and 
enforcement efforts to meet the core priorities of the National Drug Control Strategy. 
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Mr. SOUDER. Thank you all for your testimony. 

I am very frustrated with the testimony and let me say first off, 
if I can give as big an insult in my vocabulary as I can, this is the 
closest I have heard to early Bill Clinton, that from a Republican 
administration I find it appalling that what we faced when we 
came in 1994 was a drug czar’s office that had been basically gut- 
ted. Today, again, we hear the drug czar more or less saying go 
ahead and gut my office. There is a substantial proposed reduction 
in staff but you have most of your staff, unlike what happened in 
the first 2 years under Lee Brown, from 125 down to 25, but they 
are taking almost all your programs out and you are publicly prais- 
ing that, and you are going to be left, as all hat and no cowboy be- 
cause you will have your staff there but your HIDTA Program is 
gone for the most part, it is transferred; your CTAC Program is 
dramatically reduced. Quite frankly, this was about all we had in 
the early days of the administration when President Bush first 
wanted to downgrade the drug czar to a non-Cabinet level position 
which comes the question of who cares whether in one sense 
whether you have an Office of ONDCP with the Drug Czar or 
whether it is under the Attorney General and the Attorney General 
becomes the Drug Czar. 

Why did Congress do that? I say it doesn’t matter who the Attor- 
ney General is at a particular time and I certainly have nothing 
against the Office of Justice Assistance. The sister of our Governor 
of Indiana was head of that. Terry Donohue from my hometown 
has been a key player there. My hometown does pretty well with 
Justice assistance, and I have seen many effective programs. Karen 
Tandy who now heads DEA headed OCDETF and has done many 
great things to bust up organized crime. 

I can’t say this more clearly. The reason we created the Office 
of National Drug Control Policy and set up these things is the At- 
torney General’s office and the Department of Justice are fair 
weather friends to the drug battle because you have multiple crime 
battles to fight in the United States that whatever fad Congress de- 
cides, if this thing or that thing or all the variations of organized 
crime, your primary mission never will be drugs. It will always be 
a key part of your mission because you can’t separate law enforce- 
ment from narcotics but it will never be the primary mission. 

You have some agencies like DEA but that is why Congress 
wanted to have and created an oversight office and why Congress 
is likely to defend that and to come in with the type of testimony 
that basically sticks your finger in the eye of Congress and the his- 
toric tradition of why we did this without any consultation. I talked 
to each of the appropriators and each of the authorizers, and there 
was no consultation with any committee about whether you should 
come in an appropriations process and try to jam every authorizing 
committee and jam the Appropriations Committee with this ap- 
proach. It is extremely disappointing. 

Furthermore, there was no reference to Byrne grants other than 
in the front page of your testimony where our hearing title includes 
Byrne grants. There was no reference to the elimination of Byrne 
grants which are critical to drug task forces and have been over the 
years. Multiple times the administration has proposed getting rid 
of them and Congress puts them back in. 



49 


Before I get into a couple of the questions, I also wanted to say 
that we hear training, training, and training and I have all kinds 
of people trained on meth. What they don’t have is a lab to clean 
up the mess. We have trained a bunch of people and they sit out 
there for 4 to 8 hours waiting for somebody to show up with the 
meth lab. 

The argument that we need to transfer more money to training 
just isn’t going to fly here. What we need are more labs and dif- 
ferent methods of how to do it. 

I have a series of questions I want to make sure I start with spe- 
cifically. I have listened and these are mostly for Ms. Henke and 
Ms. O’Neil. Maybe I will start with Ms. O’Neil and Mr. Horton on 
this. 

As I understood your testimony, Ms. O’Neil, the HIDTAs 
wouldn’t be eliminated but their budgets are being cut 60 percent. 
Are you saying that under this program, no HIDTAs will be elimi- 
nated, some HIDTAs will be eliminated, all HIDTAs will be wiped 
out including the 60 percent production on the southwest border, 
60 percent in Texas, 60 percent in California or are you proposing 
to eliminate Iowa? What is the thought of this? 

Ms. O’Neil. I don’t believe I said no HIDTAs would be elimi- 
nated. My testimony was that the HIDTA Program would not be 
merged into OCDETF, that it is not our goal to turn the HIDTA 
Program into the OCDETF Program. We recognize that HIDTA 
and OCDETF very clearly have distinct missions and need to con- 
tinue with an overall strategic vision to have each have focused 
missions. That is what we hope this will accomplish. 

Mr. SouDER. In my question, did you say all of them would be 
reduced 60 percent or are you going to cut out some HIDTAs? 

Ms. O’Neil. The President’s budget would provide $100 million 
in overall funding and it will be incumbent upon the Department 
of Justice and ONDCP and quite frankly the HIDTA community to 
work jointly to figure out how that $100 million can be adminis- 
tered and spread most effectively with the HIDTA Program and 
with the HIDTAs working most effectively. 

Mr. SouDER. What methodology would you use to determine 
which HIDTAs you are either cutting by 60 percent, 100 percent, 
80 percent or eliminating? 

Ms. O’Neil. At this time, we have not established any sort of 
firm methodology. I would say we obviously would be looking for 
HIDTAs that are supporting the overall goals of the National Drug 
Control Strategy, the goals of the Department’s drug strategy and 
HIDTA programs working effectively. 

Mr. SoUDER. Which three HIDTAs do you think aren’t working 
effectively and would be an example because if you came up here 
proposing to cut out 60 percent of the funding and you don’t even 
have three examples of something that isn’t working, you have a 
fundamental problem. You are asking Congress to change our 
budget, you are telling me you don’t have the methodology of how 
you are going to reduce it, you don’t know whether they are going 
to be eliminated or partly eliminated and if you can’t even name 
three that you think are a problem, we have a problem here. You 
are asking us from blindness to wipe out a program that is work- 
ing. Do you have three you think aren’t? 
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Ms. O’Neil. I do not have three HIDTAs that I would identify 
at this time. 

Mr. SouDER. Do you have one? 

Ms. O’Neil. Again, what we want to do is get our arms around 
the HIDTA Program to make sure we understand exactly where 
the funding is, how it is being spent, what is working well, what 
might not he working so well and make decisions that will make 
sure the HIDTAs achieve the overall goals they are meant to 
achieve. 

Mr. SouDER. Wouldn’t it make sense to do that before you pro- 
pose eliminating them? I don’t even understand as a budget man- 
agement person, a person with a MBA degree and who worked in 
the private sector, you just said you want to get your arms around 
it and figure out which ones are working and how to do it but you 
have already decided that you want to cut the funds 60 percent and 
maybe eliminate some. On what basis? 

Ms. O’Neil. The President’s budget proposes the $100 million 
and it would be my understanding that the manner in which the 
$100 million was arrived at would be pre-decisional and I would 
not be at liberty to answer that. 

Mr. SoUDER. How did they come up with the $100 million? 

Ms. O’Neil. That question may be best turned to my friends at 
ONDCP. Again, that would be a pre-decisional budget decision that 
I would not be at liberty to share. 

Mr. SoUDER. Mr. Horton, did you make the recommendation of 
$100 million and go to 0MB or did 0MB come to you and say it 
is $100 million? 

Mr. Horton. I frankly do not know the answer to that. If you 
are asking if I personally did it, the answer is no, but I believe it 
was pre-decisional and resulted from discussions. I don’t know who 
initiated it. 

Mr. SouDER. You are Deputy Director for Local Affairs. Do you 
work with the HIDTA Program directly? 

Mr. Horton. I am Associate Deputy Director. I do work with the 
HIDTA Program. 

Mr. SoUDER. Did they ask for your input and did you agree that 
they should be reduced? 

Mr. Horton. Unfortunately, I think that is pre-decisional and I 
probably can’t answer. I am sorry. 

Mr. SouDER. Would OCDETF retain the current operating guide- 
lines of HIDTA? For example, would you have an executive board 
made up equally, Ms. O’Neil, of State and local and Federal? 

Ms. O’Neil. Certainly we want to look at the way the HIDTA 
Program is structured and determine how well those executive 
boards are working and whether they should be maintained. I 
think there has been some sense that by coming over to the 
OCDETF Program or being administered by OCDETF we would 
have a natural inclination to impose the existing OCDETF man- 
agement structure onto the HIDTAs. OCDETF and HIDTA were 
created to do different things. Our regional task forces reflect the 
mission and the direction that the OCDETF Program was meant 
to have. Our intention would be to maintain a strong partnership 
with State and local law enforcement and to structure the HIDTA 
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Program in a way that furthers its mission and makes sense from 
a management standpoint. 

Mr. SouDER. You are arguing we should change the program 
butyou haven’t decided whether you are going to include State and 
local balance as it currently is? That is something you would deter- 
mine after we have already eliminated it? 

Ms. O’Neil. We would absolutely include State and locals. The 
focus of the HIDTA Program has always been a partnership with 
State and local law enforcement. 

Mr. SouDER. You would have an equal balance between the two? 
That is the fundamental philosophy of creating the HIDTA, so if 
you want to change and come to Congress and say we want to 
change, you need to be able to answer the question, are you propos- 
ing changing the fundamental nature of this program where it is 
50-50, State and local and Federal or not. If you don’t know the 
answer to that question, why are you proposing a change? 

It is one thing to say we want some research money to look into 
how to do this, we want to propose a reauthorization bill to figure 
out how to do this but you have a funding bill. By the way, did 
ONCDP go to 0MB and say we would like this program, take it 
away from the Drug Czar’s office? 

Ms. O’Neil. Again, I would have to agree that would be pre- 
decisional. I personally did not go to 0MB. 

Mr. SouDER. Do you know whether OCDETF, Department of 
Justice or the Drug Czar’s office surveyed local law enforcement 
people to see what they thought about this change? 

Ms. O’Neil. I am not aware whether or not ONDCP or others 
did. I personally did not conduct a survey. 

Mr. SouDER. Have you seen anything in your departments that 
would suggest any kind of surveying of State and local law enforce- 
ment to ask them whether they would continue to participate, 
whether they think it would be better off moved over or was this 
a unilateral budget decision made without consultation at the State 
and local level? 

Ms. O’Neil. There is certainly nothing that has come across my 
desk but that does not mean one way or another whether such 
sorts of surveys or studies exist. I certainly know from communica- 
tions with HIDTA directors that there has been some sense that 
they were not consulted. 

Mr. SouDER. Thank you. Mr. Horton, do you have any insight 
into that? Did your office survey? Let me say as chairman of the 
subcommittee, I certainly haven’t heard anywhere in the country 
that HIDTAs, Byrne Grant, drug task forces or local law enforce- 
ment have been consulted. If it was done, it was very quiet. Do you 
know if there was any surveying done of State and local law en- 
forcement before you proposed a huge change in the whole drug en- 
forcement program? 

Mr. Horton. I do know the answer, Mr. Chairman, and the an- 
swer is that we did not consult the State and local law enforcement 
about the specific inclusion in the fiscal year 2006 budget on shift- 
ing the HIDTA Program from ONDCP to DOJ. To the best of my 
knowledge, we did not. 

Mr. SoUDER. Thank you for your openness. 

Mr. Cummings. 
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Mr. Cummings. I have to tell you this is very upsetting but I 
want to take this in another direction. 

Methamphetamine in Baltimore is not a major problem in Balti- 
more, but it is a major problem in this country. There is no 1 day 
that goes by that I walk on the floor of the House that some one 
of my colleagues, Republicans and Democrats, tell me about a 
methamphetamine problem in their district. I just want to know 
what went into the thinking about the whole meth program. Can 
you tell me about that? Who wants to talk about that? 

Ms. Henke. The COPS Program, the President’s budget is con- 
sistent with the prior fiscal year budget that he submitted for $20 
million. Congress did appropriate over $50 million. The President 
did request $20 million and those additional resources Congress ap- 
propriated all were earmarked. The President’s budget remains 
consistent on that $20 million request. 

Mr. Cummings. You realize the methamphetamine problem is 
getting worse in this country? 

Ms. Henke. That is why we are working on several programs in- 
cluding the Drug Court Program, the RSAP Program and so forth 
to try to do what we can to address those issues. I know the chair- 
man referenced the issue of training but we are providing some 
specific training and tools to law enforcement on that. 

Mr. Cummings. What about money? I have gotten so interested 
in this because I represent a city and I have had people from rural 
areas, law enforcement, men and women on the front lines and 
they are so frustrated because they tell us they have limited re- 
sources, they have to clean up these labs, they go out with the lim- 
ited resources they have, tie up somebody sometimes for 8 to 14 
hours in a small force. I am trying to figure out what we are doing 
for them. 

The reason I am raising this is I don’t know what we will hear 
from the next panel but I can tell you one thing. If I were on the 
next panel, I would be very, very, very upset. The reason why I 
would be upset is because what I said from the beginning, these 
are the people on the front line. It is nice to hear folk making these 
decisions but they tell me they worry that the public will get the 
impression they can just mosey into their jurisdictions because 
they don’t have the manpower and they don’t have the resources 
they need and these folks get these drug dealers and drug manu- 
facturers who believe they can set up shop almost anywhere. 

You know this is on C-Span right now and there are drug folks 
sitting right now watching this. They are bright people and they 
are listening to all of this and are probably saying to themselves, 
my, my, my we are in pretty good shape. They are making deci- 
sions, they don’t talk to each other. Boy, this is great. Let us see 
where we are going next because we are not so worried about get- 
ting caught. 

When I hear that these decisions are being made without our 
local and State input, I have to tell you it is very, very upsetting. 
It is upsetting for another reason and it just seems logic would tell 
us when you are dealing with Members of Congress and dealing 
with things like HIDTA and methamphetamine and these pro- 
grams, every single Member of Congress is going to go beserk on 
this. It doesn’t even make sense. 
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I am saying that not long ago around early February, in Indiana, 
a little girl was killed, she was 10 years old and her last name was 
Coleman. She was killed because she witnessed some kind of meth- 
amphetamine transaction. Then I will take you to Baltimore. We 
have a major drug problem that our Commissioner will tell you we 
are fighting with everything we have. Still, you come here and tell 
us about all these cuts and how you have sliced and diced but the 
very people who have to face this front line aren’t even in the mix. 

We do have a program called HIDTA nad I would like you to tell 
me specifically what is wrong with HIDTA, be very specific, so I 
can know since we have to make these decisions. I want to know 
why HIDTA has to have its money managed, is it something wrong 
with theway they are managing their money and I want to know 
what we expect to happen that is going to make them more effec- 
tive and efficient? Help me. 

Ms. O’Neil. I would certainly speak to the management issue of 
the money. I think the very simple answer to that is someone has 
to manage the money. Currently ONDCP administers the grant 
funding and now when it comes over to the Department of Justice, 
there needs to be an entity at the Department of Justice who will 
serve the same role. I think OCDETF was chosen to serve that role 
because OCDETF like HIDTA is a Federal, State and local law en- 
forcement partnership. It is not the DEA or the FBI or any other 
single Federal enforcement agency, but rather a program dedicated 
to coordinating law enforcement entities at all levels. 

Mr. Cummings. Can you hold it right there because you are a bit 
ahead of me. Was part of the reason there was something wrong 
with the way ONDCP was administering the funds that caused us 
to move to this situation? Mr. Horton. 

Mr. Horton. I think the important point to know is there are 
some things that are very right with HIDTA. In fact, if you look 
at the drug control budget, it says the HIDTA Program has been 
effective. 

Mr. Cummings. This is Mr. Horton’s testimony. It says the ad- 
ministration has made program performance central to the budget 
and part of it says HIDTA has not been able to demonstrate re- 
sults. You are talking about 2004-2005. Did I miss something? 

Mr. Horton. If I could explain, there are things the HIDTA Pro- 
gram has done that are effective. It has encouraged cooperation be- 
tween the Federal, State and local agencies and the PARTS, the 
Program Assessment Rating Tool, didn’t say it was ineffective. 
That was not the finding. 

Mr. Cummings. Let me ask you this because I think we are danc- 
ing around words here. You have HIDTA people sitting here and 
they are going to testify in a few minutes. I don’t know what they 
will say but I want to know, has the HIDTA Program overall dem- 
onstrated results. If it hasn’t, we need to know that and if it hasn’t, 
I would like to know why. Why do you all think it hasn’t dem- 
onstrated results so we can talk to the HIDTA people and say we 
want some accountability. Since we have so many of them here in 
the room, it seems like a good time to me for us to share informa- 
tion. 

Mr. Horton. We clearly think there are some things very right 
about the HIDTA Program, that is why it wasn’t eliminated. We 
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are funding it at $100 million. I recognize that is a cut but again, 
it is being funded at $100 million. 

Mr. Cummings. I have to tell you I heard Ms. O’Neil say the 
same thing you just said,t hat we are not eliminating it but in 
other words you are saying, be happy, we are not eliminating it. 
We are only going to cut 60 percent of it, be happy. Be happy be- 
cause it is going to be better because OCDETF is going to admin- 
ister the funds now. We don’t know how we are going to make this 
adjustment and still be effective and efficient, a 60 percent cut is 
a serious cut. 

I guess what bothers me is I really wonder what is going through 
the heads of the HIDTA people sitting behind you. I wonder what 
is going through the heads of all those men and women who every 
day go out there work with HIDTA, try to make a difference, put- 
ting their lives on the line, leaving their families not knowing 
whether they will come back because they are dealing with some 
criminals who think life isn’t worth a damned and yet when it 
comes to them, would you say they are doing a good job? 

Mr. Horton. I think there are a tremendous number of HIDTA 
directors and law enforcement who do a wonderful job in this coun- 
try. I know that. 

Mr. Cummings. Are they good enough to be consulted. These are 
highly professional people who know their job, many who have 
been doing this for many years, many severely underpaid, many 
have to pump up their personnel and keep them going and have 
to go back to their offices today or tomorrow and talk to their peo- 
ple and keep their troops in line and keep their moral up after 
their troops have listened to this that basically says, well, guys, too 
bad, we are going to make these changes but you are great guys 
on the front line and you are professionals but, a decision has been 
made that 60 percent of your budget is going, we don’t know what 
is going to happen to you next. By the way, the criminal element 
has been watching C-Span. 

Mr. Horton. First, I want to mention I come from a law enforce- 
ment family. I am a former prosecutor and I have uncles who are 
police and I know the sacrifice they make very well. When we come 
up with the budget every year that we submit to Congress, when 
we say it is pre-decisional, I think there are very few if any parts 
of that allowed to go outside of the administration. 

I recognize it would be disingenuous for me to state otherwise, 
that law enforcement of course would have preferred we come to 
them but that is not the way the budget process works is the hon- 
est answer. The other thing I would note is that HIDTA budgets 
do not account for all of any, whether the Indiana or Baltimore po- 
lice that are meant to support those efforts. I hope law enforcement 
understands, this is not personal. It is a tough budget environment 
this year and we have had to come up with a national drug control 
strategy that we think is best not one that focuses only on drug en- 
forcement but incorporates prevention, treatment, international 
interdiction. We think this budget is the right way to accomplish 
that. 

Mr. SouDER. Predecisional budgets that don’t include people 
don’t pass. That has been one of the problems with the Byrne grant 
proposals. If you don’t consult anybody, your budgets don’t pass. To 
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say it is predecisional what is going to be inside the room and we 
are just going to do this inside 0MB and maybe tell the agencies 
it isn’t going to work. And it is going to become abundantly clear 
again if I have to vote against the budget and it doesn’t take very 
many Republicans to do a wake up call here that an arrogant ap- 
proach that says everything is predecisional, we are not even going 
to talk to all these people out in the country, we are not going to 
present any evidence to Congress and Mr. Cummings asked mul- 
tiple times and I tried to ask the question, you are proposing to 
transfer it from ONDCP to OCDETF. What did ONDCP do wrong 
to cause the transfer? You have not given any compelling evidence 
to suggest why it should be moved over or what the punishment 
is. Why do you think the Attorney General’s office can do it better 
than ONDCP? 

Mr. Horton. I don’t mean to imply and I don’t think anybody at 
this table means to imply that ONDCP has done anything wrong. 
I certainly hope that is not the case being part of ONDCP myself. 
As I indicated in my testimony, we think law enforcement pro- 
grams, drug enforcement programs like the HIDTA program should 
be in the part of the Federal Government that has the primary re- 
sponsibility for law enforcement and drug enforcement. 

Mr. SouDER. Does that include the Department of Homeland Se- 
curity which has more drug enforcement people than any of you? 

Mr. Horton. No, I am talking in this particular case. 

Mr. SouDER. Why this particular case and not all cases? 

Mr. Horton. As you know, the primary drug enforcement agency 
of the Federal Government is the DEA. 

Mr. SouDER. I would argue that the Border Patrol, Customs and 
Coast Guard units inside while they have a mission of homeland 
security, have as many agents doing drug enforcement things, 
making as many joint arrests as what is in the Justice Depart- 
ment, and the HIDTAs and local law enforcement do 90 percent of 
the arrests. That is not a factual answer. Justice has more individ- 
ual programs but you did answer the question. Your argument is 
ONDCP didn’t do anything wrong, you are moving it over to the 
Justice Department to try to consolidate drug programs in the Jus- 
tice Department. Is that basically the testimony? 

Mr. Horton. I am not sure I would use the word consolidate. As 
the Associate Deputy Attorney General indicated, OCDETF and 
HIDTA will be distinct programs but we do think it is appro- 
priately placed there. 

Mr. SouDER. You said that you believe some HIDTAs are doing 
well. Can you name some that aren’t doing well? 

Mr. Horton. I don’t have specific HIDTAs that I would name 
right now. 

Mr. SouDER. But you want us to cut the budget and you don’t 
have a single example? I don’t understand this. How can you pro- 
pose cutting the budget and none of you have an example? Mr. 
Cummings asked this question too. If you have measurements and 
say you have evidence that suggests the program needs to be 
redone or even offer testimony that says it can be done better, on 
what basis and which ones aren’t? 

Furthermore, when we talk about State and local, in New York 
which arguably is the most integrated HIDTA where they have 
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also integrated DEA and Department of Homeland Security and 
are doing all these things together, are you proposing to cut them 
60 percent too? Do you propose to cut the New York City HIDTA 
60 percent or will they he funded because if you don’t cut them 60 
percent, by definition since it is one of the biggest HIDTAs, you are 
really going to whack everyone else. 

Yet everybody thinks it is an amazing unit, why would you touch 
it? If you say you are not going to touch it and hold it harmless, 
your budget numbers don’t work. You have a flaw here in the basic 
proposal. 

Mr. Horton. The drug control budget does not specifically pro- 
pose to cut the New York HIDTA, what is going on in New York. 
Very clearly there are some decisions that will have to be made. 
ONDCP and the Department of Justice are going to have to come 
up with a more specific plan. We knew that, and we will be sharing 
that with you. 

Mr. SOUDER. So you are asking Mr. Cummings, who may not 
vote for the budget anyway, and Ms. Watson who may not vote for 
the budget anyway, to say vote blind, trust us that Washington- 
Baltimore HIDTA and Los Angeles HIDTA aren’t going to be elimi- 
nated. I don’t have a HIDTA. I am making this argument on prin- 
ciple, not on the Ft. Wayne HIDTA. I have a Byrne grant, we don’t 
have a drug task force. On HIDTAs, you want them theoretically 
to vote for a budget and say trust us as to whether we put all the 
money in New York or Iowa or down in Texas, vote blind? 

Mr. Horton. We are asking that you vote for the President’s 
budget, not based purely on that factor but because we think this 
is the overall strategy incorporating all those five functional units 
that will accomplish continued reductions in drug use in America. 

Mr. SouDER. Ms. Watson. 

Ms. Watson. I am just now coming into the meeting but I under- 
stand there have been some charges of corruption and if you have 
explained then let me know. I don’t want you to have to repeat re- 
sponses. 

Are you aware of cases of corruption and abuse involving Byrne 
funds and do you believe these are widespread problems? I get the 
sense you are asking to defund some of these programs? 

Mr. Horton. That is correct. As to the corruption question, I am 
not aware of anything like that in my office or in the HIDTA Pro- 
gram. I am aware you asked about Byrne and perhaps I should 
defer to the Assistant Attorney General. 

Ms. Henke. Congreswoman, over the years there have been sev- 
eral IG investigations and GAO investigations into COPS pro- 
grams, into Byrne programs where abuse and misuse has been 
found. Is it widespread? No, we don’t necessarily think it is wide- 
spread but we do know there are problems out there. 

Ms. Watson. When you find those problems, what can be done 
about them, those specific ones since it is not widespread? 

Ms. Henke. It depends on the specific situation that is found, 
whether or not it resulted in involvement from the FBI or the U.S. 
Attorneys Office or whether or not it is just a small violation of 
program rules or responsibilities that has been identified by the In- 
spector General or the GAO or others. Sometimes it means asking 
for funds back, sometimes it means freezing funds for that specific 
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entity until the problem is resolved, so there is a variety of actions 
we can and do take. 

Ms. Watson. Bring me up to date, are you recommending, Mr. 
Horton, that we eliminate some of these programs or we cut funds? 

Mr. Horton. There are some recommendations throughout the 
drug control budget to cut or eliminate some programs. We most 
recently discussed the cut of the HIDTA Program. 

Ms. Watson. I represent a very critical part of Los Angeles. I 
represent what they used to call South Central Los Angeles or 
South Los Angeles, now. We suffer from a rash of gangs and vio- 
lence with guns, and a lack of police. 

We have tried several tax enhancements to hire more police, and 
they have not succeeded. If there is any program that we need 
funding or need more of, it certainly is the COPS program, HIDTA 
programs, and anything that will help us as we deal with youth on 
the street. 

I am wondering why, with proposals that are going to be in front 
of us, that we are looking at these very critical programs for cuts. 
Can you explain to me why this is occurring? 

Mr. Horton. Certainly, I would be happy to speak, especially to 
the HIDTA program itself. Then on some of the other program that 
fall under the jurisdiction from my colleagues from the Department 
of Justice, I may defer to them. 

But as I indicated earlier, I think that first, we all know that 
this is a tight fiscal environment. That is an over-arching feature, 
I think. I indicated earlier that 0MB has found that the HIDTA 
has not demonstrated results. That is under PART, its Program As- 
sessment Rating Tool. That is not to say that it was found ineffec- 
tive. It was found that it had not demonstrated results. 

In the President’s direct control budget, it also notes that by 
moving the HIDTA program over to the Department of Justice, 
that is where many of our drug enforcement efforts are housed, 
such as DEA, OCDETF, the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement 
Task Force. We think that having those programs be able to work 
from the same section of the Federal Government will be more effi- 
cient and help accomplish our drug control objectives better. 

Ms. Watson. Let me just say this. I do not think so. We are 
3,000 miles away. There is not even communication between Wash- 
ington and California. I found that out by trying to get rid of a gun 
and arms shop, ATE, that has been operating for 15 years illegally. 

I go to the ATE Federal level, and then I have the regional in 
my district office, and I said, did you know they are getting ready 
to renew the license for this guy who has been there illegally, and 
he has not complied with the local ordinances? No, they do not talk 
to each other. 

So there is no way you can convince me that you can run it from 
Washington, DC, when ATE cannot oversee and run the program 
out in Los Angeles. 

Now when there was testimony before Congress in support of the 
HIDTA program, the Chief of the California Bureau of Narcotics 
Enforcement testified and said, an essential component of HIDTA 
is the flexibility and the ability for unique law enforcement prob- 
lems to be addressed. The benefit of flexibility of the local Board 
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to decide what threat is pertinent to their region is absolutely es- 
sential to righting the drug problem in a particular area. 

I can testify to that. You cannot tell me that you can run it from 
Washington, and believe me, we have a horrendous problem, as you 
know, in the Los Angeles area, right in my own district. So they 
are testifying to the effects of a program that gives them the flexi- 
bility to be innovative and creative. 

Believe me, the gangs on the street, they far out-pace law en- 
forcement being creative. You know, they have got a better commu- 
nication system and they change their language every day, and 
they get away. They sell on those streets, guns, you know. 

So I am just saying that I do not know what your data is. But 
I can tell you, from what my people say in the region, this is a pro- 
gram that they cannot do without. 

Mr. Horton. Thank you for those comments. I want to correct 
a mis-impression that I may have inadvertently made. We are not 
proposing that we would be taking all the HIDTA activity back up 
to Washington, DC. I do not forecast that fact. 

I fully expect that the HIDTA program is going to retain and 
maintain its focus on supporting State and locals. The Department 
of Justice and ONDCP and my office have talked about that, and 
I will defer to the Associate Attorney General for the remainder of 
this answer, since the program is proposed to go to her. But I know 
that we agree that it would retain its ability to respond flexibly to 
State and local problems as you described. 

Ms. O’Neil. Congresswoman, I would reiterate that comment. 
Certainly, as I mentioned earlier before you had come in, the pro- 
gram needs to be run from somewhere, and they have determined 
that within the Department of Justice, the appropriate place to do 
that would be from the OCDETF program. 

I might share with you that while OCDETF does not have cer- 
tainly quite the same structure that the HIDTA program has from 
a management standpoint, simply because it is designed to do 
something different from HIDTA, we, too, run our program out in 
the field. 

Our structure is comprised of district coordination groups that 
are made up of the representatives of all of our Federal law en- 
forcement agencies, as well as, under our guidelines, a State and 
local representatives on every one of those district coordination 
committees. 

At the regional level, we have all of our agencies represented 
again. In fact, we have State and local law representatives on two 
of those regional committees. We have HIDTA Directors on three 
of those regional committees. Even the OCDETF program, which 
has a more regional, national, and international focus, recognizes 
that strategies have to be developed out in the field. 

We have our OCDETF regions submit to us regional strategies 
that will work for the Southwest and the Great Lakes and the 
Southeast, so that we can even adjust the OCDETF program to 
adapt to the way that we must attack the drug trade, and the dif- 
ferences that the drug trade has in different parts of the country. 

So I completely agree with you, and that certainly would be an 
important part of what we would intend to continue to do. 
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Ms. Watson. For my own edification and clarification, you are 
saying we are just going to pick up and house this program over 
here? It still will depend on local cooperation and collaboration and 
the locals suggesting strategies. Is that correct? 

Mr. SouDER. May I intervene, because we covered this a little? 

Ms. Watson. Yes, please do, I need to be clear. 

Mr. SouDER. Let me ask this again. You suggested that part of 
the reason it is moving over to the Justice Department, was that 
they, and it was interesting that you said “they” rather than “you” 
at OCDETF, decided that it should be in OCDETF was because of 
your structure. 

Now I had asked you earlier, the way HIDTAs were structured, 
it was half local and half Federal. Are you going to have half local? 
The way you just described your Task Forces, is local invited to be 
part of the committee, but they do not have the same leverage that 
they do in a HIDTA? 

The whole concept of a HIDTA was to give equal voting power, 
because most of the dollars come in from a local watch, and we use 
our Federal dollars as leverage. Ms. Watson, when she was asking 
her question, hit a core point. The fundamental belief, I believe, be- 
hind this ideologically, which we have fenced with on this commit- 
tee, is a feeling that the HIDTAs have become too oriented toward 
local and regional, and not national enough. 

One way to do that, and to change that and nationalize and give 
less power to the people in Los Angeles is to move it to an 
OCDETF-type structure, rather than a HIDTA structure. Thus far, 
you have been unwilling to say, even though you are asking us to 
move the funds, that you will keep the same structure that half of 
the group will be local agencies and half will be Federal. 

Will you say to this committee, as the authorizing committee on 
HIDTAs, that you will keep half and half; or do you see it modeled 
more like the OCDETF model? I am sure Ms. Watson will appre- 
ciate this. 

We can say all the time, we include the minority on all sorts of 
bills and they are welcome to come to the hearings. There may be 
three of them, while there are 200 of us. They may even get to offer 
an amendment here and there, that we get to vote down. 

This is about power, and if the majority is Federal and the mi- 
nority is included and the HIDTA Director gets to sit on it, the dif- 
ference in the HIDTA program and the concept that Congress 
passed was equal, 50/50, it has been a headache. 

On national strategy, I understand it has been a headache, and 
it looks to me like you are saying, we are tired of the headache. 
We are moving it out of the Justice Department. We are going to 
have a clear top-down. We would love to have them along for the 
ride, and as long as they are good, we will keep them on our advi- 
sory committee. Otherwise, they are welcome to sit there and com- 
plain, but they are going to be voted down. 

Ms. O’Neil. Mr. Chairman, let me make myself clear, because I 
do not want to leave any mis-impression. When I was describing 
the OCDETF structure, I wanted to describe it to explain how even 
we, which you would consider to be much less of a State and local 
or regional flair-type program, recognized how important it is to get 
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the input at the District level and the regional level. I was explain- 
ing our structure that works for the OCDETF program. 

Because the focus of the OCDETF program is a Federal program. 
What we do is, we fund Federal agencies through our appropria- 
tion, and we partner with State and locals. So our management 
structure reflects that. What we would want to do for the HIDTA 
program is to preserve what has worked so well for the HIDTA pro- 
gram, which is its focus on State and local law enforcement. It 
works differently than the OCDETF program does. 

We want to, then, select the management structure that works 
most appropriately to reinforce that mission. If the HIDTA Boards, 
as they have been structured, are the most effective way to do that, 
with the 50/50 participation or other recommendations that the 
HIDTA Directors may have for that management structure, then 
that would certainly be a direction that we would want to go. 

Mr. SOUDER. So you are proposing to change it, but you do not 
really know, yet? I mean, we just did a loop. Because you said, if 
the current structure is effective the way it is, then you would keep 
it; but we already have it. 

If you do not have any evidence that it is not effective, why are 
you changing it? That is, unless there is a management question, 
as Ms. Watson was just asking, which is are you changing the fun- 
damental nature? You are, at the very least, admitting that you are 
going to study the fundamental nature and that you have not con- 
cluded how you are going to do it. 

You admit that OCDETF, which certainly has local participation, 
and I did not mean to be overly cynical about it, but when there 
are disagreements, voting rights matter. One of the frustrations 
here is that you are telling us and you are gradually elaborating 
a process of how you are going to decide this, but you are asking 
us to change it, without telling us what you are changing to. 

What we know is we have something that all evidence suggests 
works. There is just as much evidence that this works, as there is 
that DEA works. In other words, any criticism you can say of a 
HIDTA that it does not work, the HIDTAs are scoring just as high 
on any tests as DEA, which is under your watch, as Bureau Justice 
Assistants. Quite frankly, it is as effective as drug courts, which I 
am a strong supporter of. 

So you cannot look at HIDTAs and say, there is an ineffective- 
ness here, because we can find study after study that show we 
have a problem all across the board. It is a hard issue to work. The 
question is, on what basis, other than management? But now you 
say you are proposing, and you have not even decided how to man- 
age it. 

I am sorry I cut you off, Ms. Watson. Do you have any other com- 
ments? 

Ms. Watson. I just have one more question. I think I will ask 
Ms. O’Neil this question. The proposal is to cut HIDTAs budget by 
56 percent when you transfer it over to the Department of Justice? 

Ms. O’Neil. That is correct. The President’s budget proposes a 
funding level of $100 million. 

Ms. Watson. Why would you want to cut a program that is zero- 
ing in on specific local plans to address the drug trafficking that 
is discovered, and they are trying to do something about? Why 
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would you suggest cutting by 56 percent the overall HIDTA budg- 
et? If you think that moving it into the Justice Department will 
allow more coordination, more flexibility to focus in on those areas 
and those innovations, why would you want to cut the funding? I 
do not understand that. 

Ms. O’Neil. Clearly, what we are trying to accomplish is to sat- 
isfy the budget requirements that we have in very tight budget 
times, and to achieve a budget that will meet the overall drug en- 
forcement goals and further the administration’s strategy to pro- 
mote prevention, treatment, and drug enforcement. That does re- 
quire hard choices. 

Although with the funding level of $100 million that has been de- 
termined, we are committed to making sure that the HIDTA pro- 
gram remains productive, to focus it. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, in his earlier remarks had suggested that 
the HIDTA program may have drifted a bit. What we would like 
to do, by bringing it over to the Department of Justice, by having 
it in a place that is responsible for the Federal drug enforcement 
strategy, to determine what is it that HIDTA can do best; what 
part of the strategy should HIDTA focus on; and where should it 
devote the limited resources that it has to have the biggest impact 
on our drug enforcement problem, nationwide; and then let 
OCDETF and other programs do other things. 

Ms. Watson. Let me say this in response and let me suggest 
this. I represent, as I said, Los Angeles. We are 2 hours from the 
border between Mexico and the United States. Every day, people 
are coming over that border illegally. Every day, we are finding 
that drugs are being brought over the border. 

We are finding now that Afghanistan is the biggest producer of 
heroin. That heroin is finding its way into our community. Our 
city, 3,000 miles away, is trying to tackle this. Do you know what 
they do? They go out to the community and they find people who 
look like these groups that are coming over the border illegally. 
They must have the resources. 

I do not understand how you feel you can fight this kind of crime 
more specifically, a, coming out of the Department of Justice, and 
b, with a reduced budget. Fifty-six percent is half You are going 
to try to do more with half the means. It just does not compute. 

This is at a time when we are fighting and we are fearing terror- 
ism on our own borders. You know, the sales of guns, I do not un- 
derstand that. Right there, if you want to destroy a city, you know, 
you throw that bomb up in the middle of its impacted area. 

You are telling me that a 56 percent cut will allow you to focus 
your resources where they are needed the most. That cut, we could 
use, you know, and we could really do a good job, if we had the 
funds flowing in. 

So I think that this proposal really does not make sense if your 
goal is to reduce drug trafficking and the associated crimes that 
come along with it. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the time you have given 
me. 

Mr. SOUDER. I just want to clarify this for the record. My under- 
standing is that New York City, which is one of the center places 
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right now where we have a HIDTA, where 100 percent of its funds 
are merged in, in the main anti-terrorism center. 

You are saying you are going to cut it 60 percent; or you do not 
know, you might cut it 60 percent; you might eliminate it; or is it 
guaranteed that it is going to be there and not be cut? Because this 
is a critical part. You do not know. That is what I have heard so 
far. 

Ms. O’Neil. Mr. Chairman, at this point in time, the plan has 
not been finalized with regard to how the funding level will be 
spent; how it will be allocated; and what decisions will be made. 
The Department of Justice needs to work with OCDCP and with 
the HIDTA community to determine how we can best function, be- 
cause we want to make sure that the HIDTA program is produc- 
tive. 

Mr. SOUDER. As we look across the country at the border ques- 
tions, urban centers, one of the concerns here would be that this 
is a proposal to cut the HIDTAs, many of which, or the biggest 
ones, are in urban centers. Those are represented by Democratic 
members. 

If you assured us and said, oh, we are not going to cut the 
HIDTAs in those big urban areas that are mostly represented by 
Democrats, then you are proposing to cut the HIDTAs that are rep- 
resented mostly by Republican members. Are you suggesting that 
the administration wants to do this without talking to Congress? 

Ms. O’Neil. We would certainly look forward to working with the 
committee, as the plans are finalized and the funding levels are fi- 
nalized. 

Mr. SouDER. But you were not going to talk to State and local 
law enforcement before you came to Congress with this; and not 
only did you not talk to Congress before this, but what I heard you 
to say is, we are going to come up with some procedures, and then 
we are going to make decisions about whether to cut New York or 
leave New York, or whether we will keep the ones in the center of 
the country where methamphetamines are present. 

You can see why it is hard here. I mean, you are defending a 
very tough position. I appreciate how difficult it has been today. 
But it is just unbelievable that your departments would send you 
up here with no specifics, when we are headed into a budget and, 
in effect, say, look, we do not know who is getting wiped out. We 
do not even know how we are going to measure who gets wiped 
out. We would like to have it over here. 

It starts to look, quite frankly, and I am going to say this on the 
public record, like the Attorney General’s Office lost a lot of their 
staff to Homeland Security. So they decided to go poach the 
ONDCP office and say we are going to focus on the drug problem, 
unless there is another issue that comes up. 

Let us say that organized crime becomes a big thing. Then be- 
cause your office is Attorney General, and not drugs of which drugs 
are a part of it, our concern is, once you basically wipe out the 
ONDCP, once you weaken the HIDTA system, where we have an 
even partnership, which is a model-type program, in effect to ques- 
tion whether we should have some in each State that then goes up. 

Then also there is the Byrne grant, which we have not talked 
about much, and we will certainly talk about in the next panel. 
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which funds those areas that do not have a HIDTA. Their Drug 
Task Forces are usually funded through a Byrne grant. 

In effect, you are proposing changing the whole nature of how we 
fight drugs in the United States, without consultation. Then you 
are telling us, no, we are not. We are going to consult before, be- 
cause that was pre-decisional, but you are not going to consult with 
us after. 

You might inform us, and we will certainly give our opinions at 
hearings. But you are missing the whole appropriations process. 
You are missing the whole authorizing process. You are missing 
multiple branches of Government. 

You have to have some kind of compelling case. The disturbing 
thing today is, you have not made any compelling case. Your com- 
pelling case is, we think it would be better consolidated under the 
Attorney General’s Office. 

But why is that? The closest you have come to criticizing ONDCP 
is that you refer to something that I said, which is, the mission has 
drifted a little bit. So you are, in effect, saying ONDCP could not 
control it. Director Walters was not a good enough cabinet member 
to control this, so we think it ought to go over to the Attorney Gen- 
eral’s Office. That is, in effect, what you just said. 

Your saying that some HIDTAs are doing really well implies that 
many HIDTAs are not doing really well. But you cannot name one. 
You cannot name three. We certainly would ask you to submit to 
us if you can say, look, what are the specifics. Delineate them. 

If you want Congress to change its budget. Congress writes the 
budget. That is relatively, in American history, a new thing that 
the President proposes the budget. It is basically because we could 
not, and we wanted the executive branch to do it. But we start the 
appropriations process over here; not this committee, but the Ap- 
propriations Committee. 

But as we move through this process, there has to be some rea- 
sons given for overhauling more than, we think it would be nice to 
consolidate because we would like to control it through the Attor- 
ney General’s Office. That is not going to fly. You have to have 
some kind of substance. 

I have one last thing. On the Byrne grants, I just want to clarify 
this, because twice it has been brought up that there was some 
abuse in Byrne grants. Is the administration was testifying that 
you are eliminating Byrne grants because there was corruption in 
Byrne grants? 

Ms. Henke. No, we are not. 

Mr. SOUDER. Did it impact your decision to eliminate Byrne 
grants, that you are worried about corruption in Byrne grants? 

Ms. Henke. It might have played some role. 

Mr. SouDER. Is it your testimony that you believe by moving it 
away from Byrne grants and putting it more under Federal control, 
that there will be less corruption? 

Ms. Henke. The Byrne grants are straight State and local. We 
are not moving them. What the budget proposes is the elimination 
of the Byrne Justice Assistance Grant Program; not based on the 
corruption or possible concerns that have been identified in the 
past by Inspector General reports and others. 

Mr. SoUDER. Then why are you eliminating them? 
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Ms. Henke. As my colleagues have stated, but as I had hoped 
to maybe clarify a little bit, this is a very difficult budget year. You 
are well aware, Mr. Chairman, that discretionary spending, in es- 
sence, is frozen. That means that in preparing the President’s 
budget, some very difficult budget decisions had to be made. 

What we had to look at were programs with demonstrable re- 
sults. We had to look at what was the true Federal role; what is 
the true Federal responsibility? Where can we take the resources 
that we do have available under this budget, and direct them in 
a targeted fashion to be, as Mr. Cummings was pointing out, effi- 
cient and effective? That is what we have attempted to do. 

The Byrne Justice Assistance Grant Program, we do know, has 
funded a lot of Task Forces. What we also do know is that for fiscal 
year 2005, over the past several years, the funding that Congress 
has provided for this programs or the programs prior to the merg- 
ing, has been declining. 

Four years ago, it was over $1 billion. Last year, it was approxi- 
mately $500 million or $600 million. So it has been declining. Last 
year’s appropriation represented less than 1 percent of the criminal 
justice expenditures made by State and locals. So those were some 
of the factors that did go into consideration. 

Mr. SouDER. So because you crossed several there, I mean, there 
are ideological things that you put in there, and then there are 
practical things. You suggested you wanted to put in the programs 
that were demonstrably effective. Do you have any evidence that 
Byrne grants are less effective than other programs? 

Ms. Henke. Unfortunately, we do not have tangible outcomes 
from the Byrne grants. Part of that is, the Byrne grants have over 
32 purpose areas. So entities are allowed to spend them on a wide 
variety of things, from prosecution to law enforcement, correctional 
items, drug courts, victim assistance. So it makes it very difficult 
to identify outcome measurements for a program that has such a 
wide variety of purpose areas. 

Mr. SouDER. There were alternatives to that, granting that is a 
problem when you are having this drug prevention, drug-free 
schools money, too, which you are proposing. 

Ms. Henke. And we have. 

Mr. SouDER. But let me ask you a question. Why did you not 
come to Congress and then say, narrow the scope of the Byrne 
grants? Why did you not come to Congress and say, we need better 
research on the Byrne grants? Why would you come and say, elimi- 
nate the Byrne grants? 

Ms. Henke. What we have done over the past couple of years is, 
we have instituted programs, for instance, evaluations of the Jus- 
tice Assistance Grants Program or the Byrne NNLBG. For this cur- 
rent fiscal year, we have put in place measurements. We are ask- 
ing the recipients to provide us hard outcome measurements for 
the resources that they are receiving. 

But in this budget, once again, hard choices had to be made. 
Those hard choices unfortunately resulted in the proposal, in many 
cases, and we know that it is difficult for State and local law en- 
forcement, to propose the elimination of this program. But part of 
that also goes to, once again, as I stated, the tough choices. 
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We have come to Congress to talk about some of those things; for 
instance, the merger of the Justice Assistance Grant Program. The 
President has proposed that for 3 years. We worked closely with 
the Authorization Committee on that program, as well as numer- 
ous other programs, and we look forward to continuing to do so. 

Mr. SOUDER. Well, thank you, and I know I have taken a lot of 
time on the first panel and people are waiting. But let me say, as 
we told Director Walters, if we have an ideological difference, we 
have an ideological difference. 

It is a legitimate debate. Should Federal dollars be used for 
things that are more Federal directed, and how much do we do. 
State and local? If that is the decision, that is fine. 

But when you raise questions about effectiveness, you have an 
obligation to come to us, and I will make the open invitation and 
we would like to have it for this hearing record, with any evidence 
that you have that Federal-directed programs are more effective 
than the Byrne grants and the HIDTAs; or any sign that when you 
are making these hard choices, that this was based on some sort 
of evidence of what is effective, as opposed to evidence of an ideo- 
logical choice that Federal dollars ought to be Federal-directed, 
which we can have a debate about. 

My personal belief is, this was more of an ideological decision, 
and that you are distracting from that debate by raising questions 
of effectiveness. Because we have looked for effectiveness things 
and, quite frankly, in the whole drug and narcotics field, it is dif- 
ficult to measure effectiveness, particularly as we push cooperation. 

When something is effective, we find 100 agencies involved in it. 
Therefore, how you attach who gets what points in effectiveness or 
ineffectiveness, it is nearly impossible to do. But then you should 
not imply that the decision was effectiveness. If you have any evi- 
dence of that, we would like to see that. 

Are there any other questions? Mr. Cummings. 

Mr. Cummings. I just have one thing, Mr. Chairman. Just adding 
on to what you just said, I want the clarification that you just 
talked about. I am sorry I had to step out, but I did listen to a bit 
of it. 

The clarification about ideology, as opposed to effectiveness, is 
very important. I emphasize this. They are human beings. You said 
you are from a police family. You understand what I am saying. 

They are human beings, and if you start talking about their ef- 
fectiveness, it gets real personal. They start beginning to ask them- 
selves, well, you know, you mean to tell me you all cannot see what 
we have been doing? 

The last thing we need is for the morale of those who are fight- 
ing on the front line to be, in any way, diminished. If anything, we 
need to be trying to lift them up and give them the tools that they 
need to do what they need to do. It is clear that this effort against 
drugs is one that is very, very, very difficult. 

People risk their lives. They risk their livelihoods. They risk 
their families over this thing called drugs. So I always want us to 
keep that human element involved there. Because, believe me, 
when we go back to our offices today, we will have all kinds of calls 
from all over the country of people who will say, thank you for re- 
membering us. 
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I just do not want us to get away from them. So I did not want 
you all to take my words in any other way than that is where I 
am coming from; thank you. 

Mr. SOUDER. Thank you, and let me say, too, if you will commu- 
nicate to Attorney General Gonzalez, I am thrilled to have an At- 
torney General who wants to do drug issues, and who is very fo- 
cused, and it is a great sign. I think we need to work out how we 
are going to do this. 

But whether or not these funds are transferred over, the Attor- 
ney General still has, like you pointed out today. Weed and Seed, 
DEA, Office of Justice Assistance, drug reentry programs, drug 
court programs. 

The Attorney General is certainly one of the major players, if not 
the major player, in addition to the Department of Homeland Secu- 
rity and ONDCP, in this, regardless of what happens with this 
budget process. 

I am thrilled that he is taking an aggressive interest and your 
departments are taking aggressive interest, even if we have dis- 
agreements about how to deploy these programs. Director Walters 
has been a friend of mine for many years. I know he is committed, 
but it is really frustrating to have this happen to ONDCP if this 
transfer occurs on his watch. 

With that, I thank each of you for coming, for being willing to 
put up with grilling today. It is never fun coming in front of a con- 
gressional committee, but this is an oversight committee and this 
is what we do, and we have a fiduciary responsibility to do so. 

Thank you for coming. I would ask the second panel to come for- 
ward. 

[Witnesses sworn.] 

Mr. SouDER. Let the record show that each of the witnesses re- 
sponded in the affirmative. Thank you for your patience, first with 
the vote delay and then the long first hearing. I am sure you found 
it very interesting, as well. 

We are looking forward to hearing your testimony. We will start 
with Mr. Ron Brooks, president of the National Narcotics Officers 
Associations Coalition. 

Let me say up front that all your testimony will be in the record. 
If you want to do some highlights or respond, obviously this was 
the first time we heard from multiple departments about the budg- 
et request. But feel free to do your statements, if you want do to 
your statements; either way you want to do it. 

But we will insert anything, and if you want to write additional 
comments later, because there are a lot of you on this panel, send 
that in, and we will put that in the record, too. If you know other 
people on your HIDTA Task Force, when you go back home and 
share some of what you heard today, and you want to get that in, 
that is fine. We want to make sure we have a comprehensive mix 
in this hearing, as we look at the huge challenge of how to do this 
budget. Mr. Brooks. 

STATEMENT OF RON BROOKS, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
NARCOTICS OFFICERS ASSOCIATIONS COALITION 

Mr. Brooks. Chairman Souder, Ranking Member Cummings, 
members of the subcommittee, thank you for inviting me here. It 
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is always a distinct pleasure to be at this subcommittee. I want to 
offer my perspective on the disastrous impact of the President’s 
budget request for State and local drug enforcement programs, in- 
cluding Byrne and HIDTA. 

My name is Ron Brooks, and I am the president of the National 
Narcotics Officers Associations Coalition, which represents 43 State 
Narcotics Officers Associations, with a combined membership of 
more than 60,000 police officers around the country. 

Mr. Chairman, together, we have made outstanding progress in 
reducing drug use and violent crime over the past decade. But that 
progress is threatened by the budget proposal for State and local 
drug enforcement programs in fiscal year 2006. Congress must seri- 
ously consider the consequences of cutting or eliminating Byrne 
and HIDTA programs. 

Since September 11, 2001, the focus of Federal assistance to 
State and local public safety agencies has shifted from traditional 
law enforcement to protecting the homeland against terrorist ac- 
tivities and equipping first responders. This is appropriate, how- 
ever, the shift is coming at the expense of traditional law enforce- 
ment missions, such as drug enforcement. 

In shifting resources to Homeland Security, we must not lose our 
focus on drug enforcement and prevention. In fact, protecting our 
homeland must mean protecting citizens from drug traffickers and 
violent drug gangs. 

Let me put in perspective the impact of drug abuse. We lost al- 
most 3,000 Americans on September 11th. In contrast, more than 
3,000 Americans die every 2 months, more than 19,000 people each 
year, as a result of illicit drug abuse and its related effects. 

In addition to the human toll, ONDCP estimates that elicit drug 
abuse costs our society $160 billion each year. I believe that a cost 
of 19,000 lives and $160 billion makes drug trafficking America’s 
own home-grown terrorism, and it must be restored as a top prior- 
ity in this Congress’ policy agenda. 

The Byrne and the HII)TA programs provide only a small 
amount of the overall funding that is dedicated to State and local 
drug enforcement. But this funding is the incentive that encour- 
ages State and local law enforcement officers to work with their 
Federal counterparts, and help them implement our national drug 
control strategy. 

It is the coordination that has improved the effectiveness of drug 
enforcement, and has helped reduce drug abuse and violent crime. 
I want to address the argument that provides the underpinning of 
the administration’s proposed cuts, which is that Federal Govern- 
ment has gotten too deep into funding State and local law enforce- 
ment activities. 

I agree that the Federal Government should not supplant State 
and local funds for law enforcement activities. But I strongly dis- 
agree that Byrne and HIDTA fall into that category. 

Byrne funds multi-jurisdictional task forces that do not replace 
State and local funds; but rather provide the incentive for local 
agencies to cooperate, to communicate, to share information, to 
build good cases, and to pursue organizational and regional targets, 
rather than just individual pushers that local agencies typically 
deal with. 
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Both enforcement targets are valid and necessary, but without 
Byrne, law enforcement would go back to the 1970’s, where we 
worked within our own stovepipes, without cooperating and using 
intelligence to lead us in investigating drug trafficking organiza- 
tions. 

HIDTA initiatives like Byrne-funded Task Forces provide ave- 
nues of cooperation, forced information sharing, deconfliction of 
local and regional intelligence, analysis that State and local agen- 
cies simply are incapable of performing themselves, and that Fed- 
eral agencies are inadequately focused and equipped to perform. 

HIDTA and Byrne Task Forces work because they are locally 
owned. They are a partnership between the Federal, State, and 
local government. 

If Congress allows Byrne to be canceled and HIDTA to be cut, 
and if you reduce or eliminate the local control over individual 
HIDTAs, then you effectively remove an entire line of defense 
against drug trafficking at the local and regional level. 

Another argument I have heard from the administration is that 
since crime and drug use are down, resources should be shifted to 
other priorities. I could not disagree with this statement more. 

You saw in the early 1990’s, that when resources were shifted 
out of the fight against drugs, drug usage and crime rates in- 
creased. We should be embracing what has worked; not calling it 
a day and dismantling a successful program. 

The question that must be asked and answered by this Congress 
is, in light of the successful reduction in drug use and drug-related 
crime, should America gamble the safety of its citizens by rejecting 
programs that have allowed police chief, sheriffs, and State police 
superintendents to fight drug and violence in their own commu- 
nities? 

If the administration’s fiscal year 2006 budget is passed as sub- 
mitted and, in fact, if Byrne and HIDTA are not restored, at least 
to fiscal year 2005 funding levels, suburban and rural law enforce- 
ment will no longer have the financial resources they need to use 
the best methods they know how to tackle the problem of drugs 
and drug-fueled gang activities in their community. 

Without Byrne and HIDTA, we will see a resurgence of drug 
usage and drug-related violence. I believe, from talking to my mem- 
bers that this will mean the elimination of the vast majority of the 
Drug Task Forces in this country. 

I know that in California, we will lose the majority of our 58 
Task Forces, and at least a third of the California Department of 
Justice’s Bureau of Narcotic Enforcement. Frankly, Mr. Chairman, 
we would giving up coordinated drug enforcement at the State and 
local level. 

With funding cuts already taking a toll in the last 3 years. Task 
Forces operating on a shoe string will go away. Anything less than 
full funding of Byrne will result in the elimination of more than 
half of our Task Forces. The overall impact on drug enforcement 
would be almost the same as eliminating the program entirely. 

This budget proposal is a step in the wrong direction. We have 
made tremendous progress over the last few years with the leader- 
ship of this committee and the Congress with the support that the 
State and local law enforcement has received. 
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I, on behalf of our 60,000 members, would urge the restoration 
of the Byrne and HIDTA funding at the 2005 levels, and the reten- 
tion of the HIDTA program at ONDCP, where it serves as a fair 
and honest broker on behalf of all of law enforcement. Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Brooks follows:] 
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Statement for the Record 
Ronald E. Brooks, President 

National Narcotic Officers’ Associations’ Coalition (NNOAC) 

Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, and Human Resources 
Committee on CJovernment Reform 
United States House of Representatives 

March 10, 2005 


Introduction 


Chairman Souder, Ranking Member Cummings, members of the subcommittee, I appreciate the 
opportunity to appear before you today to discuss the serious consequences that will occur if 
federal funding for drug enforcement programs, including the High Intensity Drug Trafficking 
Area (HIDTA) program and the Edward Byrne Justice Assistance Grant program, are reduced or 
eliminated as proposed in the Administration’s FY 2006 budget request, 

I am the President of the National Narcotic Officers’ Associations’ Coalition (NNOAC) which 
represents forty-three state narcotic officers’ associations with a combined membership of more 
than 60,000 police officers throughout the nation, I am a veteran police officer and I have spent 
most of my thirty-year law enforcement career working in narcotic enforcement. Earlier this 
year I retired from state service as Assistant Chief with the California Department of Justice, 
Bureau of Narcotic Enforcement, 

Thanks to the vision and leadership provided by this subcommittee and many of your colleagues 
in Congress, there has been good news to report to the American public regarding our fight 
against illicit drugs and drug related violent crime. Director Walters of the Office of National 
Drug Control Policy has reported an 1 1% reduction in overall drug use and a staggering 17% 
reduction in use by teens over the past three years. Our nation has also experienced dramatic 
reductions in violent crime and other demonstrable success in the fight against drug abuse. This 
has caused many of us to look with pride on the accomplishments brought about by the 
implementation of a balanced and comprehensive drug strategy that relies upon prevention, 
treatment, and the enforcement of our nation’s drug laws. 

Unfortunately, if the FY 2006 drug control budget is implemented, with Byrne eliminated and 
HIDTA eviscerated and moved to the Department of Justice, it will destroy those many years of 
hard work and the success that we have all helped to accomplish. 
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Key Questions 

In deciding the fate of federal assistance for state and local drug enforcement activities these 
questions must be asked: with the effects of drug abuse costing 1 9,000 American lives each year, 
how many more cuts can we afford to make to drug enforcement programs before our national 
drug control strategy reaches the point of being ineffective? How many more deaths will occur 
if we abandon what has proven to be a successful and balanced approach to the nation’s drug 
problem by dramatically reducing or eliminating successful and balanced drug enforcement 
programs such as Byme and HIDTA? The impact of diluted drug policies and a reduced federal 
commitment to helping local law enforcement fight drug trafficking, will deliver a slow but 
devastating blow to the quality of life in America. 

Drug enforcement took a hit last fall when the original Edward Byme Memorial Grant program 
and the Local Law Enforcement Block Grant were consolidated into the Byme Justice 
Assistance Grant (JAG) program with an overall reduction in funding and the loss of a mandate 
to use those funds for dmg enforcement. The knock-out punch will be delivered - and our recent 
success in the fight against drug abuse will evaporate - if Congress does not act to restore the 
Byme Justice Assistance Grant to full funding, and retain full funding for the High Intensity 
Dmg Trafficking Area Program (HIDTA) while keeping it managed by ONDCP. Moving 
HIDTA to the Department of Justice Organized Crime and Drag Enforcement Task Force 
(OCDETF) program would only serve to destroy the partnership between federal, state, and local 
law enforcement as we know it today. 


The Drug War and the Global War on Terror 

Since September 1 1, 2001, the focus of federal assistance to state and local public safety 
agencies has shifted to protecting the homeland from terrorist activities and equipping first 
responders. This is appropriately the top priority right now. However, the shift has now come at 
the expense of traditional law enforcement missions, such as drug enforcement, which not only 
impact communities on a daily basis, but are directly tied to the Global War on Terror, In 
shifting resources to homeland security, we must not lose our focus on drug enforcement and 
prevention. In fact, protecting our homeland MUST mean protecting citizens from drug 
traffickers and violent drug gangs. 

The damage created by the abuse of illegal drugs has not been erased by the events of September 
11*. Probably more than most Americans, the members of the NNOAC understand the danger 
that illegal drags pose to the fabric of our society. We lost almost 3,000 Americans on 
September 1 1*. In contrast, more than 3,000 Americans die every two months - more than 
19,000 people each year - as a direct result of illicit drug abuse and its related effects. In 
addition, ONDCP estimates that illicit drug use costs our society $160 billion each year. I 
believe that the loss of 19,000 lives annually and a cost of $160 billion each year means that drug 
trafficking is a form of home-grown terrorism in America. 

Just as there is a national strategy to combat terrorism, each year the Office of National Drug 
Control Policy develops the National Drug Control Strategy to apply a comprehensive strategy to 
combat the public health, violent crime, child abuse, and quality of life consequences that 
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American society endures as a result of drug abuse. Just like the homeland security strategy, key 
to the implementation of this plan is resources for federal law enforcement, but also federal 
assistance to state and local drug enforcement programs that are essential pieces of the overall 
strategy. 

If we agree that drug abuse in America is a national problem that requires an international, 
national, state, and local law enforcement response; if we agree that drag abuse poses a threat to 
the security of our nation; if we agree that drug profits fuel terrorism and weaken our ability to 
respond to terrorist threats; and if we agree that drug trafficking and use increases the power of 
gangs and promotes violent crime in our communities, then we should all reach the same 
conclusion: a coordinated strategy that provides resources for targeted and effective drug 
enforcement activities must be a top priority of the federal government. 

The HIDTA and Byrne programs provide only a small amount of the overall funding that each 
year is dedicated to state and local drug enforcement, but the funding provided by Byrne and 
HIDTA is the glue that allows state and local law enforcement officers to work with their federal 
counterparts to control this national epidemic and to help them implement our National Drug 
Control Strategy. It is this coordination that has improved the effectiveness of drug enforcement 
and has helped reduce drug use and violent crime. 


Philosophy of Federal Assistance for State and Local Drug Enforcement Activities 

I want to address the philosophical argument that provides the underpinning of the 
administration’s proposed cuts, which is that the federal government has gotten too deep into 
funding state and local law enforcement activities, creating a dependency and lessening the 
ability of states themselves to execute one of their core functions, which is law enforcement. I 
have to say that on many levels I agree with the philosophy that the federal government should 
not supplant state and local funds for law enforcement activities. But 1 strongly disagree that 
Byrne and HIDTA fall into this category. 

Byrne funds multi-jurisdictional task forces that don’t replace state and local funds, but rather 
provide the incentive for local agencies to cooperate, communicate, share information, build 
good cases, and pursue organizational and regional targets rather than just the individual pushers 
that local agencies typically deal with. Both enforcement targets are valid and necessary, but 
without Byrne, law enforcement would revert to catching street-level dealers. We would go back 
to working within our own stovepipe without regard for working cooperatively and using 
intelligence to lead us in investigating drug trafficking organizations. I started working narcotics 
enforcement in 1978 when we drug law enforcement was hampered by mistrust, the inability to 
share information and a lack of understanding of how best to target organizations. We have 
come along way since then, but those hard earned improvement in our profession will vanish if 
federal resources are not available to help continue the multi-jurisdictional task force model and 
the concept of intelligence led policing. 

The same can be said of the HIDTA Program. HIDTA’s, like Byme-funded task forces, provide 
avenues of cooperation, forced information sharing, deconfliction, and local and regional 
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intelligence analysis that state and local agencies simply are incapable of performing themselves, 
and that federal agencies are inadequately focused and equipped to perform. 

If Congress allows Byrne to be cancelled and HIDTA cut, and if you reduce or eliminate the 
local control over individual HIDTA’s, then you effectively remove an entire line of defense 
against drug trafficking at the local and regional level. Is this really what we want to do? 

Another argument I’ve heard from the administration ~ it was included in the narrative that 
accompanied the budget request - is that since crime and drug use are down, resources should be 
shifted to other priorities. I could not disagree more with this statement. We saw in the early 
1990s that when resources are shifted out of the fight against drugs, usage and crime rates will 
increase. We should be embracing what has worked, not calling it a day and dismantling 
successful programs. 

The statistical evidence is overwhelming: Increases in drug arrests are followed by drops in 
violent crime. Drops in drug arrests are followed by increases in violent crime. This is no 
surprise to the residents of drug-infested neighborhoods or to those of us who deal with these 
matters professionally. Make no mistake: violence is the primary tool of drug dealers. Drug 
criminals use force and intimidation to control turf, ensure the swift payment of drug debts, and 
deter those who might cooperate with law enforcement. A 1997 Bureau of Justice Statistics 
study of state prison inmates found that criminals who were under the influence of drugs while 
committing their crime accounted for 27% of all murders and 40% of robberies, a dramatic 
example of tlie link between drug use and violent crime. 

It is clear that vigorous law enforcement strategies can greatly reduce the number of victims of 
drug related violence. New York City’s experience with drug related crime control clearly 
proves that point. In 1994, the New York Police Department implemented a program that 
targeted those individuals and drug gangs that were believed to be responsible for much of the 
city’s violent crime. It targeted all levels, from street dealers to the drug kingpins that were 
responsible for supplying the bulk of the drugs that made their way to the streets of New York. 
The results were nothing short of phenomenal. From 1994 to 1998, narcotics arrests doubled 
from 64,000 to 130,000. At the same time, serious and violent crimes dropped from 432,000 to 
213,000. In fact. New York City’s per capita homicide rate was reduced to that of Boise, Idaho. 
The cumulative effect of this multi-year trend was that 750,000 people were spared from being 
the victims of violent crime and as many as 6,500 of our fellow human beings are alive today 
who would have been the victims of a homicide if had not been for the aggressive enforcement 
of laws including drug violations. But that vigorous law enforcement strategy and the success 
that resulted would not have been as effective had it not been for the funding and guidance 
provided by Byrne and HIDTA. 

Since September ll‘'', there has been ongoing criticism that Federal law enforcement, 
intelligence, and defense agencies did not adequately share information and that they certainly 
did not work together to reduce the risk of terrorism. That may be true in the terrorism arena but 
not so in narcotic enforcement. Thanks to the HIDTA Program and Edward Byme funded multi- 
jurisdictional drug task forces, federal, state and local drug investigators are collocated and 
working cooperatively in cities, towns, and rural communities throughout the country. More 
importantly, these officers from a variety of agencies and backgrounds have established trusted 
relationships and using the services of RISS and the HIDTA Intelligence Centers (ISCs), are de- 
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conflicting tactical operations and sharing case information in accordance with the National 
Criminal Intelligence Sharing Plan. 

That sharing would not occur without the cooperation that comes when agencies have the 
resources and ability to be housed together with a unified command structure working to address 
a common regional strategy that is funded federally but administered by balanced Executive 
Boards that equitably represent the interests of all participating agencies. That information 
sharing and investigative cooperation is enhanced even more when the grant guidelines and 
Executive Boards mandate that cooperation. 


Conclusion 


We have made excellent progress in the last few years in the fight against illegal drug use. 
However, drugs are still at the root of much of the crime and blight in our communities today. 
Many crimes are directly related to manufacturing, growing, selling, possessing and using 
dangerous drugs. There are also many visible drug-related crimes including homicides, assaults, 
and property crimes committed by persons under the influence of drugs or trying to pay for their 
addiction. And there will always be drug lifestyle crimes and social problems, which are less 
obvious but no less attributable to the scourge of drug abuse. These problems include domestic 
abuse, child neglect, prostitution, driving under the influence, homelessness, mental illness, lost 
productivity at work, and a shirking of one’s responsibility to family and community, all of 
which contribute to a weakened society. 

The question that must be asked and answered by this Congress is: In light of a successful 
reduction in drug use and drug related violent crime, should America gamble the safety of its 
citizens by changing our strategy and eliminating or reducing the funding and local control 
strategy that has allowed Police Chiefs, Sheriffs and State Police Superintendents to fight drugs 
and violence in your conununities? The large cities of this country will continue to have drug 
enforcement programs, albeit reduced, even with the cuts proposed in the Administration’s 
budget. But if the Administration’s FY 2006 budget is passed as submitted, in fact if Byrne and 
HIDTA are not restored to at least the FY 2005 funding levels, suburban and rural law 
enforcement will no longer have the financial resources they need to address the problems of 
drugs and drug fueled gang crimes in their communities. 

We have all seen the exploding methamphetamine and OxyContin epidemics that have flooded 
rural and suburban America. Without Byrne and HIDTA, we will take a step back to the early 
1980’s when there was little or no coordinated law enforcement response to the problem. And I 
fear that we will see a resurgence of drug related violence and epidemic use that we all lived 
through in the early 1990’s. 

I believe that any reductions in federal support to state and local drug enforcement and any 
change in program structure that would destroy the federal partnership with state and local law 
enforcement would result in increased drug use, unprecedented gang violence and the loss of 
opportunities for our nation’s children. It would be a step in the wrong direction with 
devastating consequences. 
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Mr. SOUDER. Thank you very much. 

Our next witness is Mr. Tom Carr, director of the Washington- 
Baltimore HIDTA, on hehalf of the National HIDTA Directors As- 
sociation. 

STATEMENT OF TOM CARR, DIRECTOR, WASHINGTON-BALTI- 

MORE HIDTA, ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL HIDTA DIREC- 
TORS ASSOCIATION 

Mr. Carr. Thank you, Chairman Bonder and Ranking Member 
Cummings and Congresswoman Watson, and distinguished mem- 
bers of the committee. I am honored to appear before you today to 
discuss the HIDTA directors’ concerns with the administration’s fis- 
cal year 2006 budget proposal. My name is Tom Carr, and as men- 
tioned, I am and have been since its inception in February 1994 
the director of the Washington-Baltimore HIDTA. 

I am going to change my oral testimony somewhat, in light of the 
previous testimony. But I would like to, first of all, for the record, 
acknowledge, Mr. Chairman, you and Mr. Cummings for the out- 
standing work you both have done in Baltimore. Both of you re- 
sponded to the Dawson family tragedy, which happened not too 
long ago, where seven members of a family were killed by a drug 
dealer. They were burned out of their home and killed. 

You went to ONDCP and you got extra money from ONDCP to 
help fight the crime problem in Baltimore. We came about working 
together with some serious reductions in violent crime and drug 
dealing in that area. You both should be commended for that. I 
know that Commissioner Hamm, who has recently inherited that 
department is very much appreciative of what you both have done. 

Let me just shed some light, and I think that is the right medi- 
cine for all this, and I am glad you are doing this. I will shed some 
sunlight on some things that are taking place. 

First, let me say that HIDTA makes linking cases originating 
with State and local agencies possible to bring to Federal prosecu- 
tion. It is the bridge between Federal, State, and local agencies. I 
did not hear any data in the testimony before, so let me give you 
some data about HIDTA and what HIDTA is doing. 

With 70 percent of the HIDTAs reporting to me thus far and our 
new automated performance management system, for 2004, the 
HIDTA program targeted 895 international drug trafficking organi- 
zations, 1,111 multi-state organizations, and 1,734 local drug traf- 
ficking organizations, many of which were violent in nature. 

Of the cases we did, 232 were linked to CPOT investigations. 
This represents 32 percent of the 730 total active investigations 
recognized by the Department of Justice. So I would hardly call 
this a failure in the ability of us to recognize the value of the CPOT 
in the priority targeting list. 

HIDTA Task Forces also comprised over 12,000 Federal, State, 
and local officers. We disrupted 99 of the 159 organizations of 
which DEA and OCDETF are claiming sole credit for, insofar as 
the CPOTs are concerned. 

Let me also suggest to you, and I think you recognize this, that 
the HIDTA program grew, not because it was pork barrel; it grew 
because it was successful. That is why people want it. It works. 
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State and local law enforcement have to commit a vast amount 
of their own resources in order to join with a HIDTA. HIDTA dol- 
lars, as few as they are, leveraged those resources. That is why 
people want it, though. They want it because it works. State and 
local law enforcement see the value of sharing information, work- 
ing on a strategy, working on a plan to bring about positive results. 

Now I would like to talk about what the administration has said 
about one of the reasons for getting rid of the HIDTA program and 
moving the HIDTA program: lack of effectiveness and its inability 
to demonstrate results. 

At the initiative of the HIDTA directors, in response to that first 
PART review, we established the committee, which I had the honor 
of chairing, in which we worked with staff from ONDCP to create 
a performance measurement system. That system now is in effect. 
It went in effect in January. That is why I can give you that data. 
It is an automated system. It is showing results, and it is showing 
that we are truly focused. 

Part of the problem was, I think, the administration was looking 
and shooting from the gut and shooting from intuition, as opposed 
to using facts to demonstrate what HIDTA was really doing. 

We were inclusive. We worked with DEA and we worked with 
OCDETF. I know it is shocking, but it may not surprise you to 
learn that we had to come up with a definition for what a drug 
trafficking organization is. The Federal Government did not have 
a uniform definition; nor did they have one for dismantled or dis- 
rupted or about 20 other common terms that were necessary to 
clearly define in order to measure effectiveness and efficiency. 

We came up with those measures. We are using those measures, 
and they are showing results and they will show results. 

They will also enable us to show which HIDTAs are doing better 
than other HIDTAs, and perhaps at a later point in time, based 
upon scientific fact, we can inform you of this, and people can make 
informed decisions on which HIDTAs ought to be eliminated, which 
HIDTAs ought to be changed to some degree, and which HIDTAs 
ought to be bolstered. So I think that is a more logical way to go 
about these things than what I have heard in the previous testi- 
mony. 

Let me also say that some very wise and thoughtful members of 
the House of Representatives and the U.S. Senate chose to place 
the HIDTA program in ONDCP. Why, and I have researched this 
and I agree with it, because of how it is managed in ONDCP, the 
HIDTA program enjoys a degree of visibility, efficacy, fairness, and 
neutrality; points that all three of you have recognized in your 
questioning. 

So before you consider ONDCP’s recommendation to move the 
HIDTA program to the Department of Justice, I want you to think 
about some of the unintended consequences that such a rash and 
obviously unplanned move would bring about. 

Here are some questions, and I want to close my comments with 
this. These are some questions I think that ought to be considered 
before any decision is made. Will the transfer of the HIDTA pro- 
gram preserve its visibility, its efficacy, and its ability to leverage 
and coordinate Federal, State, and local drug enforcement efforts? 
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Does OCDETF have a history of effective performance? What im- 
pact do State and local law enforcement leaders foresee for the 
transfer and diminishment of the HIDTA program? I think my col- 
leagues today will shed some light on that. What harm will result 
when the cooperation among Federal, State, and local law enforce- 
ment is diminished? Under the current administration’s plan, let 
me assure you, with 34 years of experience in this, it will he dimin- 
ished, the way it is structured. 

I will leave you with this one final thought. Since the administra- 
tion’s proposal increases the drug control budget by 2.2 percent, I 
believe Mr. Horton said, the reduction of the HIDTA program is 
not one then about paying for the war on terrorism. It is about 
choices. 

Why did ONDCP really choose to reduce the HIDTA program? I 
do not think you have an answer to that, yet. Why did they choose 
to transfer it to the Justice Department, while at the same time, 
elect to keep other programs within ONDCP that, by the way, did 
not do as well in their initial PART’S score? 

I thank you again for the opportunity to appear before this com- 
mittee. Again, I appreciate all the great work, Mr. Chairman, that 
you and the other Members have done, and I look forward to any 
questions at the end; thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Carr follows:] 
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Chairman Souder, Ranking Member Cummings, and distinguished members of the Committee: I 
am honored to appear before you today to discuss the HIDTA directors’ concerns with the 
Administration’s FY06 budget proposal that contains unprecedented budget cuts for the HIDTA 
Program, Byrne and Justice Assistance Grant programs and the transfer of the HIDTA Program 
to the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF). I come to you with over 34 
years of law enforcement experience, including over 20 years of experience in drag law 
enforcement and policy development. During my career, I worked as a criminal investigator, 
supervisor, law enforcement administrator and university faculty member. Since its inception in 
February 1994, 1 have had the honor of serving as the director of the Washington/Baltimore 
(W/B) HIDTA. Among my many duties as a HIDTA director, I chaired the committee that 
developed the HIDTA Performance Management Process (PMP) used in the HIDTA Program 
today. My testimony today includes a summary of HIDTA accomplishments, provides a 
description of some important distinctions between HIDTA and OCDETF, and contains a 
discussion about the PMP, Throughout these remarks I will illustrate what state and local law 
enforcement will lose if the Administration’s proposed budget is not amended. 


/, Introduction 

As you are well aware, the National Drag Control Strategy includes three goals: 1) stopping drag 
use before it starts, 2) healing America’s drug users, and 3) disrupting the drag market. As 
recognized at a hearing of this subcommittee just last month, the HIDTA Program plays a vital 
role in accomplishing goal 3. Specifically, the HIDTA Program’s primary goal is to disrupt the 
market for illegal drugs by dismantling or disrupting drug trafficking organizations (DTOs). The 
local HIDTAs address this goal by coordinating the efforts of federal, state, and local law 
enforcement in order to implement a balanced and effective enforcement strategy encompassing 
the production, distribution, interdiction, and consumption of drugs. 

Since its inception in 1 990, the HIDTA Program has expanded to 28 regions covering 43 states, 
Washington, D.C., Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. As recently as October 2004, Director 
Walters added additional jurisdictions in Ohio. Many HIDTA directors report that they have 
spoken with representatives from neighboring jurisdictions interested in petitioning ONDCP to 
establish new HIDTA regions in their areas. The participation in HIDTA efforts is voluntary and 
always involves a significant commitment of state and local law enforcement personnel and 



79 


resources, but state and local law enforcement agencies across the country recognize the value of 
coordination and cooperation. The HIDTA infrastructure enables federal, state and local law 
enforcement to work together to address local drug threats through regional strategies that are 
assessed on an annual basis. 

The proposed FY06 budget recommends reducing the HIDTA Program’s funding by 60 percent 
and transferring it from ONDCP to the Department of Justice’s OCDETF program. The rationale 
for these changes appears to rest on an inaccurate assessment of the HIDTA Program’s 
performance and the mistaken belief that the interdiction of drugs entering the country and the 
concentration on “big cases” should be the primary focus of federal anti-drug funding. Twenty 
seven HIDTA directors, who collectively represent over 1 ,000 years of law enforcement 
experience, are uniformly against the cut in resources and the transfer of the program. Many of 
the HIDTA Program’s unique resources and opportunities would be lost and replaced with an 
OCDETF program unable to address numerous critical functions routinely handled by the 
regional HIDTAs. Even more disturbing, no details have been offered about how the program 
would be run after the transfer. Indeed, all indications are that this was a somewhat unanticipated 
and hastily planned proposal. 

Committee members are correct in their concerns that this would result in an “unbalanced” 
enforcement strategy. The National HIDTA Directors Association has prepared a position paper 
detailing concerns about the proposed budget that is available for your review. The Association 
also prepared an impact statement detailing how local HIDTAs would be curtailed if this budget 
were to take effect. In the remainder of my comments, I will set the record straight by describing 
the harm this budget would cause, sharing with you the HIDTA Program’s accomplishments, 
and contrasting some important differences between HIDTA and OCDETF. 


II. Misconceptions and Clarifications 

Director Walters has raised several points to support the Administration’s argument for the 
proposed budget. The position paper prepared by the HIDTA directors responds to each point in 
detail, I will share a few of their most important comments with you this afternoon. 
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Policy changes based upon misunderstandings or misinformation are not likely to be effective or 
successful. 

In addition to the multitude of law enforcement efforts described above, the HIDTA program has 
served as a role model in the development of performance measures and data tracking systems 
such as the nationwide DTO database, which provides real-time tracking of all drug trafficking 
organizations identified and targeted nationwide by HIDTA task forces. In fact, following a 
briefing held at ONDCP, the HIDTA PMP Committee received numerous compliments from 
OCDETF and DEA staff who told us they were impressed with the process. 

The PMP was developed and implemented as a result of the Performance Assessment Rating 
Tool (PART) analysis done during the FY 2004 budget development. The assessment gave the 
HIDTA Program a rating of “results not demonstrated.” I might add that 50.4 percent of the 
programs and agencies assessed using PART in 2004 received this rating. One curious fact was 
that during this review, which no doubt contributed to the conclusion reached using PART, 
ONDCP did not provide the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) with summaries or a 
compilation of outputs and accomplishments then used to grade the program. Instead, ONDCP 
provided OMB with budget summaries and anecdotal information about the HIDTA Program. 

Using their own initiative, the HIDTA directors established a committee that developed the 
PMP. One of the first steps we took was to define basic terms such as drug trafficking 
organization, dismantle, disrupt, efficiency, and effectiveness. In all, we defined over 20 key 
words; DOJ, DEA and ONDCP concurred with these definitions. PMP is a data driven process 
that shifts the HIDTA Program from one-time evaluations of specific initiatives to measuring 
change over time. The process involves four key steps - articulating SMART (Specific, 
Measurable, Achievable, Relevant, Timely) goals, identifying threats, setting targets, and 
completing performance measures. Throughout, reports are prepared to define the threats, 
develop a budget and strategy for addressing the threats, and report on the outcomes. To address 
one of the major shortcomings of previous efforts, we developed a nationwide drug trafficking 
organization (DTO) database enabling HIDTAs and ONDCP to track their efforts throughout this 
process. Reports from this database are generated at both local and national levels. 

HIDTAs are now in the process of completing 16 core measures upon which the first National 
HIDTA Annual Report will be based. It will be submitted to ONDCP in June 2005. The 
completion of the local and national annual reports will enable us to measure the program’s 
success based on the number of HIDTAs that meet their targets and goals. The National HIDTA 
Annual Report will eventually reflect outcome totals for a variety of measures including the 
number of DTOs disrupted and dismantled, the amount and value of drugs and drug assets seized 
or destroyed, the operational scope of all DTO cases initiated, and the return on investment for 
drugs and assets removed from the marketplace. These measures will also allow ONDCP to 
determine whether individual HIDTAs have met the performance targets each established in its 
annual strategy. HIDTA directors are confident that PMP will enable the HIDTA Program to 
clearly and conclusively demonstrate its effectiveness. Meanwhile, the preliminary results 
described in the accomplishments section below illustrate that the HIDTAs do indeed have a 
proven record of success against priority targets on all levels. 


III. FY06 Budget Impact 
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If the proposed budget were to take effect, much of what the 28 HIDTAs have accomplished 
with federal, state and local law enforcement in the areas of coordination and cooperation will be 
in jeopardy. In addition, the government will lose a unique opportunity for law enforcement to 
access computer training and specialized law enforcement and intelligence courses and to 
coordinate their efforts with drug treatment programs. W/B HIDTA funded programs, for 
instance, provide drug treatment using a coerced treatment model to over 1 ,000 hard core drug 
offenders annually. The HIDTA model has become the standard business practice for treatment 
services in Maryland, Washington, D.C. and Northern Virginia. W/B HIDTA training programs 
provide continuing education to nearly 600 officers and investigators from participating agencies 
and nearly 900 federal, state, and local government employees annually. The comparison below 
shows what will be lost through the Administration’s budget proposal. 
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IV. HJDTA Program Accomplishments 

In the 2004 HIDTA Annual Report, issued less than two months before the 2006 Budget was 
released. Director Walters stated that, “the HIDTA Program continue[s] to bring federal, state, 
and local law enforcement together to make a measurable difference in disrupting the market for 
illegal drugs.” He went on to point out that “this, in turn, enhances the security of our country 
from threats both foreign and domestic, and serves as a model for other agencies.” So, we are 
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very puzzled that he now seems to be taking the opposite stance by claiming that the HIDTA 
Program has been ineffective. 

To the contrary, the highly flexible approach to program planning and administration and 
continuous support of state and local law enforcement agencies make the HIDTA Program a 
unique platform for both identifying emerging drug threats and developing and implementing 
responses to them. Currently, all 28 HlDTAs coordinate ongoing task forces to identify and 
actively target specific drug trafficking organizations having the greatest impact on their regional 
drug market. They have founded innovative programs, devised and maintained a network of 53 
regional law enforcement intelligence centers, annually provided continuing education to over 
20,000 officers, and established a nationwide secure communications network for intelligence 
sharing. 

In 2004, HIDTA participating agencies used these resources to identify over 3,640 DTOs. More 
than 2,000 of these DTOs were successfully disrupted or dismantled including 5 1 8 international, 
717 multi-state, and 1,106 local DTOs, These DTOs operated in over 50 countries and marketed 
over 30 different kinds of drugs and drug precursors. The primary drugs trafficked were cocaine, 
marijuana, methamphetamine, and heroin (in this order). Other trafficked drugs included ecstasy 
and its analogues, and oxycodone products. 

In the W/B HIDTA region 205 DTOs were identified in 2004. Nearly three-quarters of these 
DTOs were disrupted or dismantled. Over half were multi-state in scope and nearly one-third 
were international in scope. The drugs marketed by these DTOs came from 18 source countries 
and 10 states. 

It is important to understand that the HIDTA Program generates more money in asset seizures 
and forfeitures than it costs to run the program. The majority of these funds are distributed 
among the federal, state and local task forces’ member agencies. Consequently, a decrease in 
overall program funding will likely have a cascading effect on the funds available to state and 
local law enforcement well beyond what the Administration has indicated. 

Other innovations include: 

• National Clandestine Laboratory Database - Built in partnership with the El Paso 
Intelligence Center, this was the first federal law enforcement database to allow direct 
state/local access. If no HIDTA funds were available, the sources for this database would 
dry up, and fewer resources would be applied to the methamphetamine problem. 

• Electronic intercept capabilities - HlDTAs have developed centralized systems that have 
revolutionized technical investigative capabilities around the country. Without the 
HIDTA wide-area-networks that make the systems work, agencies will return to 
inefficient mechanisms. 

• Operation Cobija - a multi-agency, multi-state interdiction project hailed by federal, state 
and local law enforcement is the best such effort to have ever existed. 

• Disseminated intelligence products, including the Annual Threat Assessment and other 
operational, strategic and prospective reports, are tools used to educate law enforcement 
about various drug trends. These would be eliminated under OCDETF, as it uses the 
CPOT list exclusively to determine its targets. 
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Certainly, these data and innovations are indications of a successful impact on the drag market 
by anyone’s standards. 


V. The HIDTA Approach 

One of HIDTA’s most important contributions is the partnerships it has fostered among 
participating agencies. These partnerships, developed over time, have become an 
institutionalized part of the HIDTA Program, leading to leveraging of resources among its 
participants. This leveraging includes administrative and procurement resources that result in 
program efficiencies not seen elsewhere such as centralized purchasing, pooling of analysts, 
shared computer networks and software, and training opportunities. 

The HIDTA Program’s drug enforcement initiatives follow the law enforcement community’s 
concept of a traditional task force much more closely than do OCDETF’s. HIDTA task forces 
are required by ONDCP policy to commingle (include both Federal and state and/or local law 
enforcement personnel), collocate (operate out of shared office and work areas), and focus on 
addressing regional drug threats and dismantling drug trafficking organizations operating in the 
HIDTA region. In 2004, HIDTA task forces comprised of federal, state and local officers - 
often including DEA special agents - disrupted 99 of the 1 59 organizations DEA and OCDETF 
reported as disrupted. In light of the fact that almost all OCDETF cases feature interagency 
efforts, claims credited by any one agency for a majority of OCDETF successes should be 
viewed with skepticism. 

Another cornerstone of the HIDTA Program is the promotion of innovative methods and ideas. 
The evolution of the HIDTA intelligence subsystem exemplifies this approach. Historically, the 
sharing of intelligence among law enforcement agencies has been abysmal. HIDTA’s 
requirement of establishing intelligence centers within each HIDTA and mandating federal, state 
and local participation has resulted in the sharing of information and the development of 
intelligence on an unprecedented scale. The HIDTA.net/ riss.net/LEO information system 
architecture electronically links each HIDTA. Our HIDTA intelligence centers have earned a 
stellar reputation among law enforcement agencies for providing timely, useful information, 
intelligence and much-needed intelligence support services. Among the many assets that these 
intelligence centers offer are: 

• Access to multiple local, state, federal and commercial databases to facilitate 
investigation and intelligence gathering 

• Event deconfliction services that warn participating agencies when they are planning 
high-risk enforcement operations in close proximity to each other 

• Case/subJect deconfliction services, which alert investigators to other ongoing 
investigations targeting their investigations’ subjects (allowing them to avoid 
duplication of effort and enhance productivity) 

• Connections to national law enforcement information sharing networks (such as 
RISS.net) to ensure connectivity among HIDTAs and participating law enforcement 
agencies 

• Post-seizure analysis services 

• Development of annual threat assessments and strategic intelligence products 
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• Analytical support for all phases of an investigation 

• Proactive intelligence activities aimed at identifying emerging threats and developing 
netv investigative leads 

• Staffs of task force commanders and intelligence analysts drawn from their regions’ 
federal, state and local law enforcement agencies who can facilitate interagency 
investigative efforts and the sharing of intelligence 

Each HIDTA has direct access to multiple agency and commercial databases, and provides a full 
range of analytical services, HIDTA intelligence support centers (ISCs) now stand as object 
lessons in interagency cooperation, collaboration and coordination. HIDTA ISCs played an 
integral role in the investigation of the terrorist attacks on “9/11,” and because of their 
relationships with the public safety community, were able to obtain critical information in a very 
timely manner. Although the Administration proposes to preserve intelligence sharing, most, if 
not all, HIDTA intelligence centers would be eliminated and there is no explanation of how 
OCDETF would encourage or mandate intelligence sharing. 

The proposed OCDETF Drug Intelligence Fusion Center would supposedly replace HIDTA 
intelligence services, but is this truly the case? While it is true that former HIDTA personnel 
helped to design the Drag Intelligence Fusion Center, its mission and method of operation are 
very different from the HIDTA model. Consequently, the Fusion Center would not respond to 
event and subject deconflictions, would not provide analytic support for the vast majority of state 
and local drug cases and would not provide strategic or tactical assistance to state and local law 
enforcement as a whole. 


VI. HIDTA vs. OCDETF 

During his confirmation hearing. Director Walters stated that he did not envision moving the 
HIDTA Program, In fact, he stated that, “1 have no intention at this point in time nor do I know 
of one in the administration to move these programs out of ONDCP.” He went on to say that the 
HIDTA Program has, “produced front-page results. . .and (is) not always recognized for the 
effort.” Director Walters seems to have had a change of heart and now wants to move the 
HIDTA Program to OCDETF, a move of great concern to the HIDTA directors. 

In 1988, Congress established the HIDTA program to provide coordination of drug enforcement 
efforts in critical regions of the country, a remedy necessary to speak to competing strategies 
within federal, state, and local law enforcement communities. Diminishing the HIDTA Program 
will ultimately force state and local law enforcement to rely on their own limited funds to combat 
the drug problem, 

HIDTA Executive Boards implement fund-structured and formal initiatives known as task 
forces, each with a mission that best utilizes a particular expertise. HIDTA-funded task forces 
are commingled and collocated with full-time federal, state and local law enforcement 
investigators/officers. These HIDTA task forces are established to operate continuously for 
several years, contingent on performance. This fosters a greater understanding of a region’s drug 
trafficking organizations and affords task forces the opportunity to execute long-term 
investigative efforts against difficult targets. Millions of dollars of forfeiture funds from law 
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enforcement initiatives that are reallocated to local and state law enforcement for continued 
domestic drug enforcement would be lost under OCDETF. Ultimately, OCDETF has largely 
been unable to foster federal, state and local cooperation because intelligence-sharing is 
dependent on participating agency protocols and practices, and unlike the HIDTA, is not 
mandatory. 

With that said, HIDTA Executive Boards are comprised of an equal number of federal and 
state/local law enforcement executives and meet regularly to govern each HIDTA, The HIDTA 
management structure creates a level playing field among federal, state and local partners who 
understand all aspects of law enforcement and put the interests of the HIDTA above their own. 
HIDTA Directors act as neutral brokers for participating agencies and are charged with carrying 
out the collective policy decisions of their Executive Boards, whereas an Assistant United States 
Attorney manages each OCDETF case and generally relates to agencies on an 
investigator/supervisory level. No other program of the federal government that integrates state, 
local, and federal assistance and financial awards allows this level of local oversight and 
direction. 

The Consolidated Priority Organization Targeting (CPOT) list, an inventory of international drug 
traffickers and money launderers, is a major aspect of the OCDETF approach. In 2004, HIDTA 
targeted 895 international, 1,01 1 multi-state and 1,734 local DTOs. Of these cases, 831 were 
also OCDETF cases and 232 were linked to CPOT organizations. This represents nearly one- 
third of the 730 total active CPOT investigations recognized by the Department of Justice - an 
impressive feat. Although CPOTs are a contributing element of HIDTA’s approach, focus is also 
given to local, violent retail dealers. Building on the concept that the country faces not a national 
drug abuse epidemic, but a series of local drug threats, HIDTA’s focus is to collaborate with 
federal, state and local law enforcement and to disrupt or dismantle those drug trafficking 
organizations, many of which are violent and have the greatest impact on the region. 
Unfortunately, ONDCP is of the mindset that the only way to counter the drug traffickers is by 
attacking high level organizations. However, as indicated by results of the high-level transit zone 
interdiction strategies in Colombia, cocaine still poses a significant threat in the United States 
and worldwide. 

OCDETF has nine administrative task forces made up of federal representatives who evaluate 
and recommend investigations for sponsorship. These administrative task forces do not generate 
cases. They are non-operational bodies that focus on reviewing applications for OCDETF 
assistance, overseeing the disbursement and use of OCDETF funding by qualified investigative 
efforts and reviewing each OCDETF case upon its completion. All OCDETF-designated 
investigations originate outside of the program; some qualifying investigations are initiated by 
OCDETF member agencies, while many others are launched by state and local law enforcement 
agencies or HIDTA task forces, 

HIDTA task force members and analysts, however, do build cases and present them to OCDETF 
for designation. OCDETF’s scope encompasses the prosecution of significant drug trafficking 
organizations; hence, close to 90 percent of OCDETF’s funding is limited to paying salaries for 
federal investigators and prosecutors. Investigative expenses and overtime for state and local 
participants comprise around 1 0 percent of the remaining OCDETF budget. Conversely, 
HIDTA’s budget is more flexible and supports intelligence centers, computer networks, 
information technology projects, equipment loan pools and the provision of specialized 
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investigative support services. Close to 90 percent of HIDTA’s expenses are tied directly to 
DTO investigations. 


Vn. Conclusions 

The secret to any successful venture is not a secret at all. It is sound planning. In this instance 
there is no indication that sufficient planning has taken place to warrant such a drastic step as to 
decrease significantly HIDTA funding and move it under OCDETF. 

In my testimony, I have urged you to consider just a few of the unintended consequences that 
will arise should the Administration’s budget go unchanged. Think back to the late 1960’s and 
early 1970’s. We were being told then that Just a few criminals controlled the drug trade. In the 
80’s we were told that if the Columbian cartels were destroyed, the cocaine problem would be 
resolved. Now we are being led to believe that focusing federal law enforcement on the borders 
and targeting the big, international traffickers will address our nation’s drug problems. I wish it 
were truly that simple. 

From the 1960’s until the advent of the HIDTA Program, we were told that federal law 
enforcement should concentrate on the more complicated, international drug cases and that state 
and local officers should cope with the retail dealers. That was not a sound assessment then and 
it is still unsound today. The HIDTA Program, given the opportunity to demonstrate its 
efficiency and effectiveness through its PMP, will prove that this bifurcated approach contained 
in our new National Drug Strategy is unacceptable. It will show that a balanced approach to law 
enforcement that encourages federal, state and local law enforcement to work together; share 
information; coordinate strategy, develop fact-based operational and tactical plans; and target the 
same goals and objectives is the only feasible and reasonable way succeed. Keep in mind that 
state and local law enforcement represent 93 percent of all law enforcement in our great Nation, 
and estimates are that 98 percent of all drug cases come from their ranks. 

The last issue I want to address deals with the placement of the HIDTA Program. Some very 
wise and thoughtful members of the House of Representatives and the Senate chose to place the 
HIDTA Program in ONDCP. Why? Being housed and managed in ONDCP, the HIDTA 
Program enjoys a degree of visibility, efficacy, fairness and neutrality. The structure of the 
HIDTA Program, allowing state and local law enforcement executives equal representation in 
deciding how program funds will be spent regionally, has been largely responsible for the 
unprecedented level of participation in and popularity of the Program. OCDETF can hardly be 
considered a venue for allowing state and local input on drug policy matters and drag strategy 
development. 

Before you consider ONDCP’s recommendation to move the HIDTA Program to the Department 
of Justice, think about the unintended consequences such a rash move may bring. 1 urge you not 
to rush to a decision, but to study the issue thoroughly. It is clear that the impact of the HIDTA 
Program is significant. Consequently, its movement and restructuring should not be capriciously 
decided. 

Here are some questions we urge you to get answered before you make a final decision on the 
Administration’s FY06 Budget Proposal: 
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Will the transfer of the HIDTA Program preserve its visibility, efficacy and its ability to leverage 
and coordinate federal, state and local drug enforcement efforts? 

Does OCDETF have a history of effective performance? 

What impact do state and local law enforcement leaders foresee with the transfer and 
diminishment of the HIDTA Program? 

What harm will result when the cooperation among federal, state and local law enforcement is 
diminished? 

Since the Administration’s proposal increases the dmg control budget by 2.2 percent ($270 
million), the reduction to the HIDTA Program is not about paying for the War on Terrorism. It 
is about choices. Why did ONDCP really choose to reduce the HIDTA Program and transfer it 
to Justice while, at the same time, elect to retain the Youth Anti-Drug Media Campaign, which 
received a lower PART score than the HIDTA Program? 


Final testimony 
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Mr. SOUDER. Thank you; next we will hear from Mr. Tom 
Donahue, director of the Chicago HIDTA. 

I know the Speaker has been very supportive of your HIDTA. He 
used to chair this subcommittee, and has been our chief champion 
in the higher ranks of leadership. He is a very busy man, but I 
know he has been very pleased with the efforts in Chicago. Thank 
you for coming today. 

STATEMENT OF TOM DONAHUE, DIRECTOR, CHICAGO HIDTA 

Mr. Donahue. Chairman Souder, Ranking Member Cummings, 
and distinguished members of the committee, I am honored to ap- 
pear before you today to discuss the Chicago HIDTA’s concerns 
with the administration’s fiscal year 2006 budget proposal that con- 
tains unprecedented budget cuts for the HIDTA program, and sug- 
gests transferring the program to the Organized Crime Drug En- 
forcement Task Force. 

I appear before you with over 37 years of law enforcement expe- 
rience. During that time, I spent 10 years as an narcotics investiga- 
tor and 12 years as an experienced prosecutor, concentrating on 
prosecutions of organized crime, narcotics cases, and related violent 
crimes. I have had the honor of serving as the director of the Chi- 
cago HIDTA since August 2000. 

My testimony today will attempt to answer the question posed by 
the committee. “Are we jeopardizing Federal, state, and local co- 
operation?” In a phrase, yes we are, drastically. 

In 1988, Congress wisely recognized the importance of coordinat- 
ing Federal, State, and local law enforcement agencies to effectively 
address the Nation’s drug threat. Congress established the High 
Intensity Drug Trafficking Area Program to provide a coordination 
of drug enforcement efforts in critical regions of the country. 

This coordinated effort was necessary due to competing strategies 
within the Federal, State, and local law enforcement community. 

Building on the concept that the country faces a national drug 
abuse epidemic which is, in reality, a network of related and unre- 
lated regional and local drug abuse problems and the markets that 
supply them, HIDTAs address regional drug problems based upon 
a unique threat assessment process. 

Each HIDTA develops its own strategy, consistent with and com- 
plimentary to the National Drug Control Strategy. HIDTA Execu- 
tive Boards implement their strategies by funding structured and 
formal initiatives, each with a mission that best uses its particular 
expertise and addresses a particular threat. 

A targeted strategy, implemented locally, produces greater imme- 
diate impact, while at the same time, provides avenues for further 
investigation into national and international trafficking groups. 

HIDTA Executive Boards, as you have noted, are comprised of an 
equal number of Federal, State, and local law enforcement execu- 
tives that meet regularly to govern each HIDTA. The HIDTA man- 
agement structure creates a level playing field among Federal, 
State, and local partners, who understand all aspects of law en- 
forcement, and put the interests of the HIDTA above their own. 

This neutrality fosters an innovative program, immune to turf 
battles. No other program of the Federal Government that inte- 
grates State, local, and Federal assistance and financial awards al- 
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lows this level of local oversight and direction. This is the first time 
in history State and local law enforcement has heen empowered to 
manage drug investigations in their own regions. 

The program requirements of establishing intelligence centers 
within each HIDTA and mandating Federal, State, and local par- 
ticipation has resulted in the sharing of intelligence on an unprece- 
dented scale. Each HIDTA has direct access to multiple agency and 
commercial data bases, and provides a full range of analytical serv- 
ices. 

The HIDTA Investigative Support Centers now stand as an ob- 
ject lesson in interagency cooperation, collaboration, and coordina- 
tion. 

Two of the most innovative things that have come out of the in- 
vestigative support centers are event deconfliction and target 
deconfliction, which will no longer be there if the funding is cut 
back. In the Chicago region, the only deconfliction that is done is 
through the Chicago HIDTA. 

In event deconfliction, I have pioneered systems that allow un- 
dercover officers to schedule a time and location for events such as 
stakeout, drug buys, execution of search and arrest warrants, and 
to determine if the event they are scheduling would conflict with 
a different agency for a similar time and location. 

Event deconfliction is a requirement within the program, and is 
available to non-HIDTA agencies, as well. In the Chicago region, 
we have trained over 2,000 people to be part of our deconfliction 
system. This system is critical to officer safety. 

The second part I am talking about is the target deconfliction. 
Agencies have wasted countless resources investigating the same 
targets, an acacia of systemic difficulties or reticence to share infor- 
mation. HIDTAs have developed systems that allow agencies to 
share targeting information, and are actively working with DEA 
and other Federal agencies in nationwide programs developed and 
administered by the individual HIDTAs. 

HIDTA’s most important contribution, however, to the war on 
drugs is the partnerships it has nurtured among participating 
agencies. These partnerships developed over the years have become 
an institutionalized part of the program. 

The leveraging of resources and fiscal flexibility will likely be 
eliminated by placing HIDTA under the Department of Justice. 
Furthermore, placing HIDTA within a department that gives the 
perception that it is under the control and direction of a Federal 
law enforcement entity would certainly influence State and local 
participation, and threaten collaborative partnerships that have 
been nurtured by the HIDTA model. 

If the HIDTA program is moved from the Office of National Drug 
Control Policy in the Executive Office of the President, it will give 
the wrong message to law enforcement and diminish the impor- 
tance of the war on drugs in the eyes of the public. 

Just so you will understand, in Chicago, the war on drugs is rag- 
ing. In 2004, Chicago HIDTA initiatives seized over a ton of co- 
caine, an increase of 103 percent from the previous year; 40 kilos 
of heroin, a 75 percent increase over the previous year; 8 tons of 
marijuana, a 270 percent increase over the previous year; and over 
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$9 million in U.S. currency, a 51 percent increase over the previous 
year. 

In conclusion, HIDTA clearly represents a model for leveraging 
all resources in order to provide comprehensive approaches for 
stopping drug crime. Without the ability to maintain the oper- 
ational collaboration made possible by the HIDTA resources, local 
law enforcement faces a risk of returning to the days when co- 
operation was episodic, delivered on a case-by-case basis, and found 
to be generally ineffective in disrupting drug trafficking. 

At a time when State and local governments are increasingly 
forced to cut budgets because of economic difficulties, it is impera- 
tive for the Federal Government to continue local assistance 
against what is still the war on drugs. 

HIDTA is an intrical part of that assistance. Media ads alone 
will not eliminate drug abuse. More effective is the multi-faceted 
approach HIDTA brings. Now that we have developed a viable and 
effective way of combating these organizations on a national and 
regional level through HIDTA, it is not the time to pull back or try 
to reorganize. 

This country is at war on several fronts, including the streets of 
our major cities. We have won many battles through the HIDTA 
program. Yet, the war rages on. Terrorists murdered over 3,000 
U.S. citizens on September 11th, and 1,500 soldiers have died in 
the streets of Iraq. 

In the streets of our major cities and surrounding communities, 
street gangs and drug dealers, better referred to as urban terror- 
ists, have caused the drug-related deaths of over 19,000 of our citi- 
zens. We must continue to maintain and increase the support in 
this noble fight. Thank you for this time. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Donahue follows:] 
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Statement by Thomas K. Donahue 
to the 

Congress of the United States 
House of Representatives 
Committee on Government Reform 
Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy and Human Resources 

Fiscal Year 2006 Drug Budget and the Byrne Grants, HIDTA, and other law 
enforcement programs: 

“Are we jeopardizing federal, state and local cooperation?” 

March 10, 2005 

Chairman Souder, Ranking Member Cummings, and distinguished members of the 
Committee: I am honored to appear before you today to discuss the Chicago HlDTA’s 
concerns with the Administration’s FY06 budget proposal that contains unprecedented 
budget cuts for the HIDTA Program, Byrne and Justice Assistance Grant programs and 
the transfer of the HIDTA Program to the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task 
Force (OCDETF). I appear before you with 37 years of law enforcement experience, 10 
years experience as a narcotics investigator and 12 years experience as a prosecutor 
concentrating on organized crime, narcotics cases, and related violent crimes. I have had 
the honor of serving as the director of the Chicago HIDTA since August 2000. My 
testimony today will attempt to answer the question posed by the Committee: 

“Are we jeopardizing federal, state and local cooperation?” 

In doing so I will provide you with an overview of the HIDTA program; the impact of 
HIDTA on the Chicago region and the differences between HIDTA and OCDETF. 

In 1988, Congress wisely recognized the importance of coordinating federal, state and 
local law enforcement agencies to effectively address the nation's drug threat. 
Congress established the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) Program to 
provide coordination of drug enforcement efforts in critical regions of the country. This 
coordinated effort was necessary due to competing strategies within the federal, state, 
and local law enforcement community. 

Building on the concept that the country faces a national drug abuse epidemic which is in 
reality a network of related and unrelated regional and local drug abuse problems and the 
markets that supply them, HIDTAs address regional drug problems based upon a unique 
threat assessment process. Each HIDTA develops its own strategy consistent with and 
complimentary to the National Drug Control Strategy. HIDTA Executive Boards 
implement their strategies by funding structured and formal initiatives (task forces), each 
with a mission that best uses its particular expertise and addresses a particular threat. A 
targeted strategy, implemented locally, produces greater immediate impact, while at the 
same time provides avenues for further investigation into national and international 
trafficking groups. 
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HIDTA Executive Boards, comprised of an equal number of federal, state and local law 
enforcement executives, meet regularly to govern each HIDTA. The HIDTA 
management structure creates a level playing field among federal, state and local 
partners who understand all aspects of law enforcement and put the interests of the 
HIDTA above their own. Executive Boards hire directors who are highly experienced 
law enforcement professionals. Directors act as neutral brokers for participating 
agencies and are charged with carrying out the collective policy decisions of their 
Executive Boards. This neutrality fosters an innovative program, immune to turf battles. 
No other program of the federal government that integrates state, local and federal 
assistance and financial awards, allom this level of local oversight and direction. This is 
the first time in Mstory state and local law enforcement has been empowered to manage 
drug investigations in their region. 

The HIDTA program is in the forefront of promoting innovative methods and ideas. The 
evolution of the HIDTA intelligence subsystem initiative is an example. Historically, 
the sharing of intelligence among law enforcement agencies has been abysmal despite 
decades of attempts by federal agencies to create intelligence sharing centers. The 
program requirements of establishing intelligence centers within each HIDTA and 
mandating federal, state and local participation has resulted in the sharing of 
intelligence on an unprecedented scale. The HIDTA.net/ riss.net/LEO information 
system architecture electronically links each HIDTA. Each HIDTA has direct access to 
multiple agency and commercial databases, and provides a full range of analytical 
services. HIDTA Investigative Support Centers (ISCs) now stand as object lessons in 
interagency cooperation, collaboration and coordination. HIDTA ISCs have played 
an integral role in numerous noteworthy criminal investigations. 

Other innovations include; 

1. Event deconfliction - HIDTA pioneered systems that allow undercover officers to 
schedule a time and location for events such as stakeouts, drug buys, execution of 
search and arrest warrants and sweeps, etc., and to determine if the event they are 
scheduling would conflict with a different agency for a similar time and location. 
Event deconfliction is a requirement witliin the program, and is available to non- 
HIDTA agencies as well. This system is critical to officer safety. 

2. Target deconfliction - Agencies have wasted countless resources investigating the 
same targets because of systemic difficulties or reticence to share information. 
HIDTAs have developed systems that allow agencies to share targeting infonnation, 
and are actively working with DBA and other agencies to develop a National Virtual 
Pointer System that agencies will use. HIDTA credibility as a neutral entity has 
fostered this progress and the intelligence subsystems are making it work. 

3. National Clan Lab Database - Built in partnership with the El Paso Intelligence 
Center, this was the first federal law enforcement database to allow direct state/locai 
access. Many methamphetamine labs are rural in nature. Many HIDTA-flinded task 
forces who address clan lab investigations would likely be disbanded if no HIDTA 
funds were available. 

4. Electronic intercept capabilities - HIDTAs have developed centralized systems that 
have revolutionized technical investigative capabilities around the country, 

5. RISS/HIDTA partnership -HIDTAs are members of the Regional Infonnation Sharing 
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Systems aod have used the RISS to establish HlDTA.net, a secure system which 
connects all HIDTAs electronically. 

6. Operation COBIJA - a multi-agency, multi-state interdiction project hailed as the 
best such effort ever developed. 

7. Training - HIDTAs have leveraged existing training programs by working with them 
to bring training to the officer, rather than requiring officers to travel. Tens of 
thousands of localAstate/federal ofBcers have benefited from this coordinated low cost 
training. 

Each HIDTA has its own examples of how regional law enforcement has changed for 
the better because of its existence. 

The HIDTA program has enjoyed wide acceptance by tlie heads of state and local law 
enforcement agencies for two important reasons. Under HIDTA, state and local heads 
of agencies join with their federal counterparts on an equal basis to determine the 
direction of their individual HIDTAs. There is no other cooperative endeavor of this 
magnitude in law enforcement today. Secondly, the HIDTA program has been able to 
project a degree of separation from other federal agencies by its placement within the 
Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP), a factor which has fostered 
willing state and local participation. 

President Bush's recent budget proposal to Congress includes reducing the High 
Intensity Drug Trafficking Area Program funding from $227 million in FY2005 to 
$100 million for FY2006. Additionally, the administration's budget moves the program 
from the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) Bureau of State and Local 
Affairs, to the Department of Justice under the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task 
Force Program (OCDETF). 

The proposed funding cuts to the HIDTA program as set forth in the administration's 
budget submission to Congress will eviscerate a highly successful program and 
eliminate the existing level of coordination among federal, state and local drug law 
enforcement agencies. A budget cut of such magnitude (56%) would cause the 
elimination of some HIDTAs and make the funding of others so minimal as to render 
them ineffective. Successful nationwide programs developed and administered by 
individual HIDTAs such as those mentioned above will, at least, be significantly 
reduced or in some cases discontinued. 

HIDTA’s most important contribution to the war on drugs is the partnerships it has 
nurtured among participating agencies. These partnerships, developed over years, have 
become an institutionalized part of the program. This has led to leveraging of resources 
among its participants, which would not have occurred under any other program. This 
leveraging of resources and fiscal flexibility will likely be eliminated by placing HIDTA 
under the Department of Justice. Furthermore, placing HIDTA within a department that 
gives the perception it is under the control and direction of a federal law enforcement 
entity would certainly influence state and local participation and threaten collaborative 
partnerships that have been nurtured by the HIDTA model. If the HIDTA program is 
moved from the Office of National Drug Control Policy and the Executive Office of the 
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President, it will give the wrong message to law enforcement and diminish the 
importance of the War on Drugs in the eyes of the public. 


CHICAGO AREA IMPACT/Comments 

In 2004 Chicago HIDTA initiatives seized 2,280 kilos of cocaine, an increase of 102% 
over 2003; 39.5 kilos of heroin, an increase of 75% over 2003; 16,101 kilos of 
marijuana, an increase of 270% over 2003 and $9,015,385. USC, an increase of 51% 
over 2003. The drug war is ongoing in Chicago. 

Chicago is a major U.S. transshipment hub for poly drug trafficking organizations. As a 
Midwest gateway, it serves eis a distribution center for vast quantities of heroin, 
cocaine, marijuana and all types of illegal drugs. Multikilogram to ton quantities of 
these drugs are transported overland to Chicago primarily from Mexico, California and 
southwestern states in private and commercial vehicles. Once in Chicago drug 
shipments are typically broken down into smaller quantities for further distribution in 
or near the city. Additional quantities are transported to other Midwestern cities such 
as Detroit, Milwaukee and St. Louis, as well as to many cities and towns in the eastern 
United States for distribution. Mexican Drug Trafficking Organizations and criminal 
groups are the principal transporters of most illicit drugs to Chicago, particularly 
cocaine, marijuana, Mexico produced heroin and also significant quantities of South 
American heroin. Once in the city, the extensive network of organized street gangs, an 
estimated 65 gangs with 68,000 members, control nearly all of the retail drug 
distribution in Chicago proper and its surrounding subxubs. The same routes and 
methods are used to transport drug proceeds back to source areas. 

HIDTA helps to coordinate drug enforcement efforts for the City of Chicago and 
surrounding counties. Law enforcement partnerships with HIDTA have enabled the 
investigation, apprehension and prosecution of individuals responsible for distributing a 
broad array of dangerous drugs and causing the drug related violence manifested in 
home invasions, shootings, and kidnappings. Moreover, it has helped the Chicago 
Police Department and other law enforcement agencies build drug conspiracy cases 
against drug trafficking organizations and has supported complex investigations that 
have resulted in indictments both at the local and Federal levels. 

The Chicago Police Department (CPD) has worked closely with HIDTA since 1995 
when an initiative was formed to target the Gangster Disciples Street Gang. Since then, 
the working relationship between HIDTA and the Chicago Police Department has 
succeeded in disrupting the major narcotics trafficking rings and the distribution 
networks that are responsible for the deadly nexus of drugs, gangs and guns that have 
been a bane on Chicago. Reduction in drug crime has been due, in large part, to the 
successful collaborative model developed by HIDTA. This model brings local, state and 
federal law enforcement together to focus on a common mission — ^the disruption of drug 
trafficking. Chicago has not only benefited from this collaboration, it has learned that it 
is a smarter way of doing police business in urban crime areas and has clearly helped to 
make the city a safer place. 
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Through their role as a clearinghouse for sharing strategic information, HIDTA has 
provided the Chicago Police Department with the ability to identify, track and target 
trafficking groups. The Chicago Police Department and HIDTA have collaborated on 
numerous successful drug initiatives. One such initiative is the Street Comer 
Conspiracy Initiative. This initiative clears open air street comer dmg markets, reclaims 
them from drug dealers, and restores community safety, thus giving the community a 
quality of life they haven’t enjoyed in many years. Initiative operations have resulted in 
35 investigations and 548 arrests as well as participation in four federal dmg 
conspiracies with 198 arrests. If this one initiative did not materialize because HIDTA 
was unavailable, the city of Chicago would still be imperiled by 746 drug dealers 
plying their trade and terrorizing citizens. HIDTA has also coordinated specific 
enforcement initiatives against local street gangs such as the Gangster Disciples, Vice 
Lords, Latin Kings, Black Disciples, Four Comer Hustlers, Latin Disciples and 
numerous others who have created sophisticated networks for the distribution of drags. 

From September, 2002 to May, 2004 HIDTA partnered with the Chicago Police 
Department and state and federal agencies in addressing what may be the most serious 
drug threat in Chicago - heroin. HIDTA sponsored Operation DAYTRADER 
culminated in federal charges against 48 members of the violent Mafia Insane Vice 
Lords Street Gang and state charges against an additional 55 members. Because of the 
volume of information gathered from this operation, the initiative and the Chicago 
HIDTA Investigative Support Center (ISC) developed a Chicago Heroin Tracking 
Database, which tracks heroin arrests, seizures and other relevant data. 

Furthering enforcement activities against organized Chicago street gangs, HIDTA has 
dedicated three local/state/federal populated initiatives to concentrate on the “Main 21”, 
the twenty one organized street gang leaders identified as being the most violent and 
influential in drug distribution. 

Drug activity fosters violent crime. In 2001, 2002 and 2003 Chicago ranked second, 
first and second in the number of murders in the United States. Fifty per cent (50%) of 
these homicides were gang and drug related. Chicago’s homicide total for 2004 was 
almost 25% lower than in 2003. Innovative and concentrated strategies instituted by 
Chicago Police Department Superintendent Philip Cline, including HIDTA sponsored 
initiatives such as the Street Corner Conspiracy Initiative, West Side Heroin Initiative, 
and the Drug Related Violent Crime Initiative, have been credited with being 
instrumental in this reduction. There is little question that citizens applaud these 
enforcement initiatives for making the streets safer and allowing families to once again 
enjoy life in their communities. 

Chicago HIDTA has also partnered with the Cook County Sheriffs Police Department 
to develop the Cook County Jail Initiative. The Cook County Jail is one of the largest 
single site pre-trial holding facilities in the United States, with an average daily count of 
at least 9,000 male and female detainees. This initiative brings together Cook County 
Sheriff s Police Department personnel and Chicago Police Department personnel as well 
as a working relationship with the Illinois Department of Corrections to gather 
intelligence ftom jail inmates as to gang and drug trafficking activity and disrupt the 
management of these activities by incarcerated gang leaders. HIDTA has designed an 
informational gang database to collate this information. Relevant information is shared 
with law enforcement agencies in affected jurisdictions. 
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HIDTA has also concentrated drug enforcement efforts in the surrounding areas of 
Cook, Grundy, Kendall and Will counties. Chicago based street gangs have migrated to 
these areas due to HIDTA successes in Chicago and a desire to expand markets. HIDTA 
initiatives have been developed to counter these threats. 

Because it is a major destination and transshipment hub for poly drug trafficking 
organizations, HIDTA sponsors interdiction initiatives that have Ijecome nationally 
acclaimed. The Illinois State Police led Narcotics and Currency Interdiction Unit 
(NARCINT) uses traditional and non-traditional investigative practices involving 
surveillance and complex intelligence analysis to identify, target and interdict illicit drug 
and currency shipments generated by drug trafficking/money laundering organizations. 
This includes rapid response to intelligence regarding in-transit illicit drug shipments 
traveling through Illinois via motor carrier and follow up investigations of drug 
shipments seized in other jurisdictions and destined for delivery in Illinois. The 
Narcotics and Currency Interdiction Unit works in close concert with the Southwest 
Border COBIJA operation and was the first non-traditional border state to be included in 
this highly successful drug interdiction effort. 

The Chicago Police Department led Package Interdiction Team (PIT) targets the 
shipment of illegal drugs sent via government and private package/parcel carrier 
services. Initiative personnel inspect and profile suspicious packages at shipping 
facilities. Upon discovering illicit drugs, they target the addressee/receiver and take 
enforcement action. Information gathered regarding other parts of the chain of 
distribution, including shippers/receivers, shipping/transportation companies and 
package handlers is acted upon or shared with other law enforcement agencies. Their 
expertise has led to numerous speaking engagements and training exercises throughout 
the country and the 2002 Office of National Drug Control Policy Outstanding 
Interdiction Effort Award. 

The Internal Revenue Service led HIDTA sponsored Money Laundering and Financial 
Crimes Initiative has recently uncovered a scheme to launder drug proceeds. Over $100 
million in mortgage fraud has been identified to date and this amount is expected to 
increase substantially with further investigation totally supported by the analytical skills 
of the HIDTA Investigative Support Center. 

In addition to enforcement initiatives, much of what has been accomplished through 
HIDTA has been possible because of drug intelligence developed by the HIDTA 
Investigative Support Center. Very few local jurisdictions have the capacity to develop 
this level of tog intelligence. Consequently, they rely on the astute analysis and real 
time information from the intelligence operations of HIDTA that are key to advancing 
our law enforcement goals. The Chicago HIDTA Investigative Support Center provides 
analytical and case support not only for HIDTA initiatives but also for other law 
enforcement agencies that lack the resources and expertise to initiate and successfully 
conclude drug enforcement operations. The Investigative Support Center has also acquired 
and developed the SAFETNet system, a state of the art target and event deconfliction 
system essential to officer safety in drug investigations and prevention of duplication of 
investigative efforts. Chicago HIDTA has provided SAFETNet to five surrounding states. 

HIDTA has ensured that law enforcement drug operations have consistent direction, 
follow policy guidelines, engage in strategic planning, and communicate across 
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organizations and jurisdictions. These factors give law enforcement an advantage over 
criminals that would be difficult to achieve if working independently. HIDTA initiatives 
have been instrumental in assisting law enforcement agencies with: 

• Accessing an “all source” counter-drug Investigative Support Center and 
source of counter-drug intelligence products, including a heroin offender 
tracking base. 

• Disrupting distribution networks that supply organized street gangs in the 
greater Chicago metropolitan area. 

• Targeting the numerous “open air drug markets” operated by street gangs in 
Chicago, especially the heroin markets on the West side. 

• Interdicting drug and currency shipments via the highway system and 
government and/or private carriers. 

• Disrupting organizations involved in laundering illicit money from the drug trade 
and enabling the development of tax cases against dealers. 

• Financial analysis directed at seizing assets acquired through illicit drug proceeds. 

• Identifying the international sources of supply of drug trafficking groups 
operating in Chicago. 

• Case and trial support as well as post case seizure analysis. 

All of these activities speak to the comprehensive strategy that is required for 
intervening in drug crime. Each HIDTA has developed a cohesive, comprehensive 
program combining regional, and locally focused initiatives to implement the national 
mission of countering the drug threat. 

Conclusion: HIDTA clearly represents a model for leveraging all resources in order to 
provide comprehensive approaches for stopping drug crime. The joint leadership of the 
HIDTA Executive Board has been instrumental in ensuring that law enforcement 
engages in strategic planning and coordination of efforts to disrupt drug markets, halt 
the proliferation of criminal networks, and reduce drug-related deaths. Without the 
ability to maintain the operational collaboration made possible by HIDTA resources, 
local law enforcement faces a risk of returning to the days when cooperation was 
episodic, delivered on a case-by-case basis, and found to be generally ineffective in 
disrupting drug trafficking. Under these circumstances, it will be impossible to maintain 
declining crime rates and prevent drug-related violence from again spiraling out of 
control. 

At a time when state and local governments are increasingly forced to cut budgets 
because of economic difficulties, it is imperative for the federal government to continue 
LOCAL assistance against what is stDl the WAR ON DRUGS. HIDTA is an integral 
part of that assistance. Media ads alone will not eliminate drug abuse. More effective is 
the multi faceted HIDTA approach. Now that we have developed a viable and effective 
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way of combating these organizatioBs on a national and regional level through HIDTA, 
it is not the time to pull back or try to reorganize. This country is at war on several 
fronts including the streets of our major cities. We have won many battles through the 
HIDTA program. Yet the war rages on. Terrorists murdered over 3,000 U. S. citizens 
on 9/11 and 1,500 American soldiers in Iraq. In the streets of our major cities and 
surrounding communities street gangs and drug dealers, better referred to as urban 
terrorists, have caused the drug related deaths of thousands of our citizens. We must 
continue to maintain and increase support in this noble fight. 


Attached to this statement are three letters in support of the HIDTA program. 


1 . Letter from Philip J. Cline, Superintendent of Police, Chicago. 

2. Letter from Michael F. Sheahan, Sheriff of Cook County. 

3. Letter from Larry G. Trent, Director, Illinois State Police. 
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OFFICE OF THE 

SUPERINTENDENT OF POLICE 
Chicago 


PHILIP J. CUNE 

SUPERINTENDENT 


March 8, 2005 

The Honorable Mark E. Souder 
Chairman 

Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy and Human Resources 
House Government Reform Committee 
2231 Rayburn HOB 
Washington. D.C. 20515-1403 

Dear Chairman Souder, 

I would like to take this opportunity to object to the budget cuts and organizational reform 
proposed for the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area Program (HIDTA). In recent years 
Chicago HIDTA has proved to be an invaluable ally for the Chicago Police Department. 

Through our partnership with HIDTA, we have seen significant results in the reduction of 
narcotics sales in our communities. It is my understanding that HIDTA stands to lose 56% of 
their funding, and will be restructured in a way that limits local collaboration. We are concerned 
that the significant funding cuts and the loss of local participation in HIDTA will severely 
jeopardize the federal, state and local cooperation that is so important in fighting narcotics and 
their related crime in our community. 

Chicago HIDTA helps to coordinate drug enforcement efforts for the City of Chicago. The 
Chicago Police Department (CPD) has worked with HIDTA since 1995 when an initiative was 
formed to target the Gangster Disciples street gang. Since then, working with HIDTA has 
allowed the disruption of major narcotics trafficking rings and the distribution networks that are 
responsible for the deadly nexus of gangs, guns and drugs that trouble Chicago. Recent 
reductions in drug-related crime have been due, in part, to the successful collaborative model 
developed by HIDTA. This model brings local, state and federal law enforcement together to 
focus on a common mission— the disruption of drug trafficking. We have not only benefitted 
from this collaboration, we have learned that it is a smarter way of doing police business in 
urban crime areas and has helped to make our City a safer place. 

Our partnership with HIDTA has enabled the investigation, apprehension and prosecution of 
individuals responsible for distributing a broad array of dangerous drugs and causing drug- 
related violence. Moreover, it has helped us build drug conspiracy cases against drug trafficking 
organizations, and has supported complex investigations that have resulted in indictments both 
at the local and federal levels. 

Much of what we have accomplished with the assistance of HIDTA has been possible because 
of drug intelligence developed by the HIDTA Investigative Support Center. We rely on the 
analysis and real time information from HIDTA intelligence operations. Through their role as a 
clearinghouse for sharing strategic information, HIDTA has provided CPD with the ability to 


102 


identify, track and target trafficking groups. If funding levels were reduced, our Department 
would sustain a critical loss to our ability to continue successful drug operations, such as Street 
Corner Conspiracies. These operations clear open air street corner drug markets, reclaim them 
from the drug dealers, and restore community safety. They have resulted in more than 35 
investigations and 500 arrests, as well as participation in several federal drug conspiracies 
resulting in more than 100 arrests. As a result of our successful partnership with HIDTA, our 
streets are safer and families can more fully enjoy life in their communities. 

Keeping the streets safe is further enhanced by other HIDTA initiatives in the metropolitan area 
such as the Cook County Jail initiative. This initiative brings together Cook County Sheriffs 
P.D. personnel and CPD personnel to gather intelligence from Jail inmates as to gang and drug 
trafficking activity, and disrupt the management of these activities by incarcerated gang leaders. 
HIDTA has designed an informational gang database to collate this information. 

HIDTA ensures that law enforcement drug operations have consistent direction, follow policy 
guidelines, engage in strategic planning, and communicate across organizations and 
jurisdictions. These factors give law enforcement an advantage over criminals that would be 
difficult to achieve if working independently. HIDTA initiatives have been instrumental in 
assisting the CPD with, among other initiatives, disrupting distribution networks that supply 
street gangs, targeting "package interdiction," providing access to the information center and 
intelligence networks, targeting heroin markets, and providing case and trial support as well as 
post case seizure analysis. 

All of these activities speak to the comprehensive strategy that is required for intervening in 
drug crime. They also show how varied skills are required that may be beyond those of 
traditional law enforcement, how multiple knowledge bases need to be developed, and how 
human, technological and financial resources need to be applied strategically. 

HIDTA clearly represents a model for leveraging all resources in order to provide 
comprehensive approaches for stopping drug crime. The joint leadership of the HIDTA 
Executive Board has been instrumental in ensuring that law enforcement engages in strategic 
planning and coordination of efforts to disrupt drug markets, immobilize the proliferation of 
criminal networks, and reduce drug-related crime. Without the ability to maintain the operational 
collaboration made possible by HIDTA resources, local law enforcement faces a risk of 
returning to the days when cooperation was unpredictable, delivered on a case-by-case basis, 
and often ineffective in disrupting drug trafficking. 

The Chicago Police Department opposes plans for the reduced funding and the reorganization 
of HIDTA. If the funding levels are dropped and if local participation in HIDTA is reduced it will 
be difficult, if not impossible, to maintain our declining crime rates and to prevent escalated 
drug-related violence. The Chicago Police Department believes it is imperative to continue 
HIDTA in its present form of joint federal, state and local participation and at its current or 
increased funding level if we are to maintain our advantage over narcotic traffickers and beat 
drug dealers at their own game. 

Sincerely, 

Philip J. Cline 
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li'IICHAEL F. SHEAHAN 
SHEHIFF 



MARJORIE H. O DEA 
CHIEF OF POLICE 


COOK COUNTY SHERIFF’S POLICE DEPARTMENT 


1401 SOUTH MAYBROOK DRIVE 
MAYWOOD, ILLINOIS 60153 
TELEPHONE: (708) 865-4700 


March 8, 2004 


Representative Mark E, Souder 
Chairman 

Subcommittee on Criminal Justice 
Drug Policy and Human Resources 
Congress of the United States 
House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515-6143 

Dear Representative Souder: 

The purpose of this letter is to underscore the importance of continued funding of the 
High Intensity Drug Trafficking (HIDTA) initiative for Federal, State and local law 
enforcement. A reduction in government funding of this initiative will have a very 
serious negative impact on law enforcement’s ability to investigate drug trafficking and 
its related crimes in Cook County. 

The High Intensity Drug Trafficking (HIDTA) initiative is an extremely successful 
program in Chicago and surrounding Cook County. Its continued viability is critical to 
the successful case development and prosecution of Gang Crime and Narcotic offenders 
in this highly populated area of the country. Cook County is the second largest county in 
the country and is comprised of the City of Chicago, one hundred and eighteen 
municipalilie.s and a significant amount of unincorporated area. 

The cun'ent mission of the Chicago Police Department is to make every effort to 
vigorously drive gang activity and narcotic trafficking beyond the city limits of Chicago. 
This strategy has been successful but has had a negative impact on suburban 
municipalities within Cook County. Suburban municipalities are experiencing increased 
narcotic activity as well as an increase in narcotic related street crimes and homicides. 

The HIDTA initiative has been successful in targeting drug traffickers in the suburbs of 
Cook County and has been an extremely reliable and beneficial source of intelligence to 
law enforcement. For example, recent intelligence has revealed that 60% of the Chicago 
Police Department’s “Main 21” drug traffickers live in suburban Cook County. The 
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Chicago Police Department, DEA, FBI, ATF, Cook County Sheriffs Office, U.S. 
Attorney’s Office and the Cook County State’s Attorneys Office continue to work 
cooperatively together to share intelligence and investigate the criminal enteiprises 
directed by these high ranking gang members who operate in Chicago and in the suburbs. 

Law enforcement’s ability to obtain intelligence has been enormously enhanced through 
the world-wide intelligence network that HIDTA created and maintains. The HIDTA 
De-confliction Program is invaluable in its ability to identify targets of on-going 
investigations conducted by disparate law enforcement agencies. The De-confliction 
Program has become critical to officer safety during undercover operations. 

The Cook County Sheriff Office has a 75 member Gang Crimes/Narcotic Unit which 
receives essential monetary support from HIDTA. The unit’s mission is to work 
cooperatively with federal, state and local law enforcement agencies and focus on 
assisting suburban Cook County municipalities targeting organized gangs and drug 
dealers who have begun to take a foot hold within the County. Most suburban police 
departments are inadequately equipped to conduct their own covert investigations which 
frequently require undercover operations and several weeks or months to complete. 

In conclusion, our ability to pro-actively investigate narcotic trafficking and related 
crimes is directly linked to maintaining or increasing HIDTA funding. Any reduction in 
this most critical resource would have a devastating negative effect on our ability to 
investigate narcotic related crimes and will have an impact on quality of life issues for 
every citizen in Cook County, 



Michael F. Sheahan 
Sheriff of Cook County 



ILUNOIS STATE POLICE 

Office of the Diirctor 


Rod R. Blagojevicb 
Goi’cnior 


March 7. 2005 


Un-y C- Ti-ent 

Dtirclor 


Honorable Mark Souder 
Chairman 

Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, 
and Human Resources 
2231 Rayburn 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Chairman Souder: 

I would like to take this opportunity to stress the importance of continued funding 
support to the Chicago HIDTA and operational support to the Illinois State Police narcotics 
enforcement efforts in the Chicago area. The ISP has been fortunate to receive 
continuous funding for the upper-level narcotics enforcement and interdiction efforts of the 
Narcotics and Currency Interdiction (NARCINT) initiative since 1999, This multi 
jurisdictional ISP unit has proven to be an extremely important element in furthering the 
efforts of the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP), both through operational 
enforcement efforts and, more importantly, from the cooperative relationships that have 
been developed between the Chicago HIDTA/NARCINT and law enforcement agencies 
nationwide. 

The cooperative effort and supportive venue made possible through the Chicago 
HIDTA program have successfully bridged the gap between federal, state, and local 
agencies allowing for the first time a successful, unified approach to battling the war 
against drugs. The NARCINT effort alone has propelled the problem of illicit narcotics 
trafficking and dmg-related money laundering in the Chicago area to the forefront of 
enforcement efforts nationally. The Chicago HIDTA, with the support of NARCINT, 
became the first non border state effort to be included in the Operation COBIJA Concept 
that has successfully monitored and devised enforcement strategies against narcotics 
smuggling through Mexico. 
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Through the efforts of the Chicago HIDTA initiative, agencies around the country have 
a support mechanism for the continuation of cases beyond the traditional one-dimensional 
concept. Additionally, the intelligence support provided through the Chicago HIDTA 
Investigative Support Center makes the Chicago HIDTA program truly a multi faceted 
resource. To lose the financial support and logistical tools made possible through the 
HIDTA concept would be catastrophic to the people of Illinois, because despite the lack 
of viable funding, the violent and destructive narcotics enterprises that exist around the 
world will continue to focus distribution efforts toward the hub that exists in the Chicago 
area. Unfortunately, without the High Intensity Drug T rafficking Area concept in Illinois, the 
ISP drug enforcement efforts will be significantly curtailed, as will the efforts of other local 
agencies who have joined forces under the HIDTA umbrella. 

As you move forward in your Subcommittee efforts to make critical funding decisions, 
I respectfully request unbridled support from Washington in order to keep the HIDTA 
operation in Illinois at its current funding level so that it remains one of vitality and viability. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me or my staff should there be anything else that can be 
done by the ISP to impress upon the leadership of Congress what is at stake if the Chicago 
HIDTA does not remain fiscally strong, functional, and grounded by an Executive Director 
and Executive Committee that represents all levels of enforcement interests. 


Sincerely, 



Director 
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Mr. SOUDER. Thank you very much. 

Our next witness is Chief Jack Harris, Phoenix Police Depart- 
ment and Vice Chair of the Southwest Border HIDTA. Thank you 
for coming today. 

STATEMENT OF CHIEF JACK HARRIS, PHOENIX POLICE 
DEPARTMENT AND VICE-CHAIR, SOUTHWEST BORDER HIDTA 

Mr. Harris. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the sub- 
committee. I think when we start looking at, do the policies and 
the programs that are current in existence work, and we try to 
evaluate those policies, we have to say that currently, they are 
working. 

We have statistics that show that drug use is down by 11 per- 
cent, and teenage drug use is down by 17 percent in this country. 
But we have to ask ourselves why is that? 

Let me give you just a couple of numbers from the Southwest 
HIDTA and HIDTA, in general: marijuana, seized over 2 V 2 million 
pounds of marijuana in 2004; 46,600 pounds of cocaine; 740 pounds 
of heroin, and 5,000 pounds of methamphetamine out of the South- 
west Border. 

When we look at HIDTAs in general, they disrupted or disman- 
tled in 2004, 509 international, 711 multi-state, and 1,010 local 
drug trafficking organizations. Those are the type of things that 
are examples of what is going on in HIDTAs across this country. 

I have several concerns that have been voiced by other members 
of this panel: cutting HIDTA funding by 56 percent. I understand, 
listening to the first panel, that one of the reasons that the admin- 
istration is looking at cutting is because there is a shortfall of reve- 
nue. 

I currently have been asked to cut funding for the Phoenix police 
department, because of a similar shortfall. To do that, one of the 
first things that I did was surveyed the community, and asked 
them what was important in policing in their community, what 
they are looking for from the Phoenix police department. At the top 
of their list is drug enforcement and gang enforcement and violent 
crime. As you may have guessed, even though I did have to make 
cuts, I did not make cuts in those areas. 

Moving the program from ONDCP to OCDETF, I have to say 
that I am in total opposition of that. OCDETF is an administrative, 
non-operational body that provides funding and prosecution, not 
drug enforcement investigations. 

HIDTA was formed, as you have heard, as a grassroots program, 
designed to promote inter-agency cooperation between Federal, 
local, and State agencies. That is occurring every day in Phoenix. 

We have a HIDTA center that is comprised of over 300 agents 
that represent ATF, FBI, DEA, the Phoenix police department, 
local police agencies, the sheriffs office, and the State police. They 
are sharing information that caused all of those seizures that I 
talked about at the beginning of this presentation to occur. That 
cooperation and communication between agencies is what brought 
down those heads of crime organizations dealing with drugs. 

We have a similar program in Tucson, AZ, a similar center that 
has the sane results with the same number of people, working out 
of that center. Those centers will disappear if the funding dis- 
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appears. The city of Phoenix does not have $1V2 million to apply 
to these centers and to keep this program running. 

The next thing that I would talk about is what is the incentive 
for local law enforcement. If you take away all of the funding, if 
you take away an equal voice in who is going to he targeted by Qiat 
funding, then you are asking us to play and to participate and to 
conduct the investigations. 

By the other panels own statement, over 90 percent of the 
OCDETF are conducted by local agencies. So you are going to ask 
us to continue to be a part of that organization and to target indi- 
viduals that we have no input on. 

If you look at those first numbers that I gave you, over 1,100 of 
those kingpins that were targeted were local traffickers. Local traf- 
fickers become national traffickers, who become international traf- 
fickers. We do not want to lose the incentive for us to participate 
with our detectives, with our investigators and with our resources. 
But we cannot do that without the funding that currently exists. 

In conclusion, I oppose the proposed funding cuts, because those 
cuts will have a dramatic impact on drug enforcement at the local 
level. The proposed changes will damage cooperation and relation- 
ships between local. State, and Federal entities. These changes 
would eliminate local input into drug target selection and remove 
the incentives for local agencies to participate in critical drug en- 
forcement programs. 

Last, it would hinder information sharing between the very agen- 
cies tasked with drug enforcement at the local level, as well as the 
Federal level, thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Harris follows:] 
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Statement by Jack Harris 
Police Chief, Phoenix, Arizona Police Department 

Before the House Committee on Government Reform 
Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy and Human Resources 
Chairman Mark E. Souder, 109“’ Congress 

FY 2006 Drug Control Budget and the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area 
(HIDTA) program; Are we jeopardizing federal, state and local cooperation? 

March 10, 2005 

Chairman Souder, Vice-Chair McHenry, Ranking Member Cummings, and distinguished 
Members of the Committee: i am honored to appear before you today to share some very 
aiarming concerns that the proposed budget reductions and changes to the President’s Office of 
Nationai Drug Controi Policy’s High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area pose to the unified law 
enforcement efforts of local, state, and federal officers. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the 
opportunity to help you answer a very appropriate question that you pose for the purpose of 
today’s meeting, “Are we jeopardizing federal, state and local cooperation?" As your committee 
reviews the suggested FY 2006 Drug Control Budget for the Byrne Grant, the HIDTA program 
and other law enforcement programs I believe you will discover the answer is yes. 

I will start with the proposed budget reductions and structural changes to the HIDTA program. 

As the police chief of the fifth largest city in the country and the largest city in Arizona, which is 
located approximately 135 miles from our country’s border with Mexico, I can speak directly to 
the negative impact that the international and national illegal drug trade has on the safety and 
quality of life of our citizens. Specifically, this problem continues to bring bloodshed to the 
streets of many neighborhoods in our community because we are often the first stop of major 
drug shipments. Drug related homicides continue to rank as one of the highest causes of 
murder in our community. The majority of these murders are related directly to drug traffic 
organizations' (DTO's) movement of drugs in their local, regional, interstate and international 
drug business. 

In my career, I have had the opportunity to work as a narcotics undercover detective, I never 
saw the volume of drugs coming through our community and its associated violence as I have in 
the past few years. For example, our Department’s efforts in the HIDTA program resulted in the 
seizure of over 45,000 pounds of marijuana in the 2004 calendar year. Furthermore, more than 
8 million dollars of drug proceeds were seized during this same time. Additionally, as with every 
major city, methamphetamine still remains a major problem. The Maricopa County HIDTA Clan 
Lab Task Force (which is located in our HIDTA building) has seized 200 methamphetamine labs 
over the past 12 months. These drugs were not just destined for users in Phoenix. The 
majority were destined to communities throughout the country, including your neighborhoods. 

I have delivered to you a position paper that was prepared by members of the National HIDTA 
Directors Association (NHDA), which represent HIDTA directors from throughout the country. I 
have found it to be very useful in identifying the strengths and benefits of the HIDTA program 
from its beginning in 1990 through today. I believe this position paper effectively illustrates the 
collaboration, coordination, and investigative successes of HIDTA in facilitating local, state, and 
federal law enforcement. I encourage each committee member to review this paper as you deal 
with this issue. 
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I would like to speak specifically to what I believe are the benefits of HIDTA and how a budget 
reduction and/or the transferring of HIDTA to the Department of Justice will have a negative 
affect on law enforcement's abilities to interrupt the national flow of drugs in our country. 

To clearly illustrate the benefits of the HIDTA program, let me share with you the most recent 
success of inter-agency cooperation and collaboration. In April 2004, a street level narcotics 
undercover detective developed information of a drug stash house in one of our city's affluent 
communities. Probable cause was developed and a search warrant was served. The result 
was the arrest of two international drug smugglers and 4,300 pounds of marijuana along with 
miscellaneous weapons and other evidence. A detective assigned to an intelligence initiative 
within the Maricopa County HIDTA Center was summoned to the scene. This detective, 
working side by side with the street detective, gathered information that was processed through 
the HIDTA Intelligence Service Center and DEA’s Intelligence databases. A long term 
investigation was started and eight months later concluded with a service of numerous arrests 
and search warrants, the total seizure of 12,000 pounds of marijuana and thousands of dollars 
in cash and real property assets associated with the illegal proceeds. From a local perspective, 
this drug organization was linked to one homicide, a planned homicide that was averted during 
the investigation, a home invasion, and a shootout where over 1 ,300 pounds of marijuana was 
recovered along with numerous weapons and over 40 shell casings on the ground. From a 
national perspective, this investigation revealed that this organization was transporting illegal 
drugs to Philadelphia, Chicago, New York and Tennessee. From an international standpoint, 
investigative information showed that this group was linked to one of OCDETF's Consolidated 
Priority Offender Targets (CPOT). All this was accomplished through the support and 
collaboration provided by the HIDTA program. Without HIDTA, this investigation would have 
ended in April with the seizure of the original drugs. This investigation Is the norm, not an 
anomaly of the types of investigations facilitated through the HIDTA program, 

HIDTA Provides for Unprecedented Levels of Interagency Cooperation and Collaboration: 

As the chairman of the Arizona HIDTA Executive Committee, I believe that over the years this 
program has created an environment that is conducive to providing unprecedented levels of 
interagency cooperation and collaboration. This extends well beyond the bounds of our local 
and state police agencies and the local offices of our federal partners. The HIDTA program 
extends opportunities for cooperation and collaboration with almost every destination city for the 
DTO’s drug shipments. For example, last month I had two of my detectives who are assigned 
to our HIDTA Initiative involved in a drug investigation that took them to Florida. I have had 
detectives, cross designated as Drug Enforcement Administration Task Force Officers, on the 
streets of Chicago supporting HIDTA investigations. On a routine basis, meaning at least 
weekly and often daily, my detectives assigned to the HIDTA share or receive specific 
information that leads to the identification, arrest, and seizure of drugs in just about every region 
where a HIDTA exists. 

Additionally, as a part of the COBIJA project I have sent officers to assist border agencies in 
their drug interdictions operations. As you are aware, our border cities and counties are at the 
forefront of drug interdiction and county task forces in Cochise, Yuma and Santa Cruz counties 
as well as the Tucson Police Department. They have all indicated that without HIDTA 
assistance and funding they would be forced to greatly curtail or discontinue their investigative 
and interdiction efforts outside of their jurisdictions. 
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Mr. Chairman, I know you have personally visited our HiDTA facility along with others on the 
Southwest Border and have seen first hand the benefits of the co-location and collaboration that 
we currently enjoy. Another investigation that comes to mind specifically involves your state. 
This case started with an offender that we would categorize as a violent Regional Priority 
Offender Target (RPOT). This suspect was known to our street detectives as an individual who 
had served prison time for drug distribution charges and was closely associated to other violent 
crimes. As my staff began a local investigation, we learned from one of our HIDTA task force 
detectives that this individual was involved in transporting drugs to Indianapolis, Indiana. Using 
the HIDTA methodology, this investigation was escalated to a more complex type of 
investigation which included working with detectives from the Indianapolis Police Department 
and your state's Attorney General's Office. Once again, without this collaborative approach, this 
investigation would have remained a local issue. 

Fifty-Six Percent Budget Reductions: 

It is very clear that the HIDTA program as constituted today cannot proceed with a fifty-six 
percent reduction in its budget. As documented on page five of the NHDA position paper, 
HIDTA funding affectively supports and enhances the partnership between state and local 
agencies and their federal partners. This funding allows for local agencies who would not 
normally be allowed to participate in regional, national and international cases to be a member 
of HIDTA task forces. The benefit of this allows for an inclusive flow of street level information 
to enhance the larger investigations. In Arizona alone, I know several law enforcement 
agencies will not be able to continue their support of and participation in the HIDTA program 
without the financial support that HIDTA provides. Such as in the example I shared with you, 
cases will end at a street level seizure or arrest and we will lose the ability to impact the 
President's desire to interrupt the flow of drugs brought into our country. 

ONDCP’s Bureau of State and Local Affairs as a Neutral Entity: 

The current structure of HIDTA provides for an equal partnership between federal, state and 
local law enforcement leaders. The uniqueness of this infrastructure allows for the local and 
state executives to focus on the regional drug issues while being mindful and supportive of the 
national and international concerns that our federal partners are tasked with. This allows for a 
partnership that is matched by few programs in the law enforcement environment. 

As the chairman of the Arizona HIDTA Executive Board, I have personally seen the benefits of 
the structure that HIDTA provides. This structure brings together local and state law 
enforcement executives on an "equal playing field" with our peer federal agency administrators. 
As stated by NHDA, these partnerships produce regional threat assessments, develop 
strategies to attack the threat and implement the strategies with operational task forces. Once 
again, it allows for an unprecedented amount of cooperation and support at the operational 
levels of law enforcement. 

Through the HIDTA there is no federal law enforcement agency, such as the Department of 
Justice's OCDETF that exercise control or domination over the needs of the regional efforts. 


OCDETF’s Mission and Structure is not Operational Based: 
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As slated in NHDA's position paper, OCDETF does not have the structure and mission that 
encourages this operational co-mingling and co-location of multi-agency task forces. OCDETF 
only supports cases that have already been developed. It does not support the investigative 
efforts leading up to cases that are later delineated as an OCDETF case. This approach, 
without the support of HIDTA, will preclude many agencies from the opportunity to focus on 
regional cases without a local nexus. 

It is also very clear that the administrative support of the proposed OCDETF program will not be 
able to support them in their daily and full time participation in drug enforcement that affects the 
regional, national and international illegal drug transportation issues. As stated in NHDA’s 
position paper, the HIDTA program provides for continual operational support that facilitates the 
local development of drug cases that often result in major investigations. Mr. Chairman, by your 
comments on February 10’*' it is clear that you and other committee members understand that 
most drug enforcement takes place at a local level. As illustrated in our most recent CPOT 
case, this local participation is a critical component that should not be lost. 

Furthermore, the OCDETF structure is reactionary and does not provide for immediate proactive 
interdiction efforts. The case must first be developed, reviewed by a committee, and then 
potentially approved for OCDETF designation and overtime support. This is counter productive 
to immediate investigative efforts. Let me share just one example where immediate 
collaboration and support was needed to successfully complete a HIDTA interdiction case. In 
January 2004, members of our HIDTA initiative received infomiation that six pallets of marijuana 
weighing approximately 1 ,100 pounds had been identified at our airport. HIDTA task force 
detectives began an immediate investigation which resulted in a controlled delivery to New York 
City. The very next day, our HIDTA task force detectives received information that there was 
another shipment of six crates of marijuana weighing just under 1 ,200 pounds at the same 
location. Detectives included this shipment in their investigation of the previous day and 
allowed for a controlled delivery to New Jersey. They learned that these drugs were being 
packaged in Tucson and on the third day the detectives, in collaboration with HIDTA initiative 
detectives In Tucson, recovered six more pallets of marijuana at a packaging facility. They 
learned that this process had been going on since October of 2003 with up to 50,000 pounds of 
marijuana being shipped in this timeframe. If was obvious that these drugs were related to the 
Southwest Border HIDTA issues, and it was through the collaborative relationships fostered 
through the HIDTA program that this investigation was conducted at the source city and the 
destination cities. There is absolutely no way that we could have accomplished this 
investigation without the immediate action of our HIDTA partners. OCDETF would have been of 
no value in this case. Once again, this is just one of many cases that requires immediate multi- 
jurisdiction and inter-state action. 


Enhance the Current Program — Don’t Create a New One: 

The HIDTA program has over fifteen years of development, growth, and success. Hopefully, 
through my comments today and your personal observations of the successes of the HIDTA 
program, you can see that this program has developed into one that enhances the state, federal 
and local partnerships, allows for a greater understanding of everyone’s role in local, regional 
and national drug disruption efforts, and provides for effective vehicles to share criminal 
intelligence and investigative information. It is clear through the Office of Management and 
Budgets' program assessment of Fiscal Year 2003 that more effort is needed to statistically and 
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anecdotally demonstrate the effectiveness of the current HIDTA program. I support NHDA's 
position that this is merely an administrative task of documenting what is already a very effective 
program. 


Effectiveness of the HIDTA Program: 

I strongly disagree with ONDCP's assertion that the HIDTA program has been ineffective in 
reducing drug use in America and its illegal distribution markets. Clearly, the examples of 
enhanced collaboration between local, state and federal agencies support the program's 
effectiveness. In reviewing the preliminary Southwest Border HIDTA seizure statistics for 
calendar year 2004, 1 found the results to be exceptional. Let me share some of these with you; 
Marijuana seizures in pounds: 2,571 ,068 

Cocaine seizures in pounds: 46,697 
Heroin seizures in pounds: 741 

Methamphetamine In pounds 5,335 

The combination of results and relationships are a priceless return for the funds invested in the 
HIDTA program. 

Summary: 

In summary, I share the same views as the members of the National HIDTA Directors 
Association. Furthermore, I believe if this issue was discussed personally with the executives 
and through the rank and file of the local and state officers they would share these same views, 
i would encourage this committee, members of the President's Office of National Drug Control 
Policy, and the President himself to re-evaluate their proposed changes and focus on a program 
that is already working and how to improve it. Finally, I believe the points made below illustrate 
our position. 

• HIDTA has been able to demonstrate its effectiveness in targeting, dismantling and 
disrupting international, multi-state and local drug trafficking organizations many of which 
have OCDETF designation and are linked to CPOT. However, HIDTA has also maintained 
its flexibility to successfully address other drug problems such as the clandestine 
manufacture of methamphetamine. 

• The primary reason for the success of the program is that it is within ONDCP’s Bureau of 
State and Local Affairs, a neutral entity with no enforcement arm to compete or fake control. 
No personnel from ONDCP are members of the Executive Board. Thus, HIDTA provides for 
an equal partnership between federal, state and local law enforcement leaders tailored for a 
regional approach and goals that are tied to the national mission. 

• The HIDTA Program cannot remain effective with a 56% reduction in funds regardless of 
where it Is housed. 
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• The human, operational, intelligence and technical infrastructure that HIDTA has built in the 
last fifteen years, changing the face of drug law enforcement across the nation, will be lost if 
this proposal becomes reality, 

• HIDTA’s successes and contributions can and should be factored into the cause for the 
reduction of teen drug use and drug related crime as much as any other singular endeavor, 
such as a media campaign. 

• OCDETF and HIDTA are beneficial programs but whose missions are dissimilar. 

• OCDETF/DOJ has a unilateral, federal approach to drug law enforcement. HIDTA 
addresses the totality of drug law enforcement. 

• OCDETF precludes the incorporation of state and local police executives in drug law 
enforcement management that affects their areas. 

• The HIDTA Program’s most beneficial contributions cannot endure under DOJ management 
and guidelines. 

HAklima correspondence\Sta{ement by Jack Harris.doc 
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National HIDTA Directors Association 


Position Paper 


PROPOSAL: 

The Director of the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) 
recommends reducing the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) 
Program’s funding from $227 million to $100 million and transferring the 
program from the ONDCP to the Department of Justice (DOJ) under the 
Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF) program. 

ISSUES: 

• The HIDTA program is a demonstrably effective program and cannot 
accomplish its mission and objectives with a 56% budget reduction. 

• HIDTA cannot remain effective under the auspices of the Department of 
Justice and should remain at ONDCP’s Bureau of State and Local Affairs. 

• Representations made supporting the proposal are misleading, incorrect and 
may seriously hamper accurate legislative decision making related to this 
proposal. 

The ONDCP Director’s recommendation was made without consulting the 
hundreds of federal, state and local law enforcement leaders making up the 
executive boards of the various HIDTAs. The HIDTA executive boards and 
directors are opposed to this recommendation because it would virtually render 
the program ineffective and destroy the equal partnership by giving management 
and control to the federal government. To infer that these cuts and movement 
would enhance the program is not logical. There are no specifics or data to 
demonstrate why this proposal is good public policy or good for drug law 
enforcement. One can only speculate as to why and how this recommendation 
came about, The HIDTA Program has shown tremendous positive results and 
continues to become more successful. The following is success by any measure: 

• The development of innovative programs 

• Centralized and coordinated intelligence centers 

• Nationwide connectivity 

• Training 21.893 students in 2004^ 

• In 2004, the disruption or dismantling of 509 international, TU multi-state 
and 1.110 local drug trafficking organizations’ 

These are but a few of the areas HIDTA has shown positive results and leadership 
in drug law enforcement. 


3/9/2005 
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HIDTA was designed to be a grass roots program. Its objective is to empower and 
facilitate local, state and federal law enforcement officials to work as a team. The 
success of this coordination is due to the required federal, state and local agency 
executive boards, initiative structure and the relationships made at the regional level. 
HIDTA was conceptualized as a grass roots program because of the fact that strict federal 
direction from Washington, D.C. often discourages and minimizes local and state 
participation. Centralized federal bureaucracy and agency guidelines are seldom flexible 
enough to be responsive to regional needs. 

Proponents of this budget proposal must recognize that the drug problem is not solely 
national. It is a collection of interconnected, regional drug problems. HIDTA was 
specifically created to improve law enforcement’s ability to react to these various regions. 
HIDTA’s positive influence in those regions and capability to work inter-regionally is 
part of its success. 

Since its inception in 1990, HIDTA programs have: 

• Seized record numbers of drugs and assets gained through drug trafficking 
activities 

• Arrested and convicted tens of thousands of criminals 

• Disrupted and dismantled thousands of drug trafficking organizations (DTOs) 

• Established intelligence centers in 33 regions that are used by hundreds of 
agencies in and away from those regions 

• Provided a level playing field and partnership for local, state and federal leaders 

• Established an annual Threat Assessment procedure 

• Developed strategies on a regional basis that interrupt the national flow of drugs 

• Established commingled, collocated multi-agency task forces whose performance 
are measured and reported annually to ONDCP 

• Provided in-depth annual reporting of accomplishments 

• Received numerous OCDETF and ONDCP awards for investigative achievement 

• Provided investigators with innovative technology, analytical support and training 
to support their cases 

• Created a national corps of well trained local, state and federal investigators who 
desire to work in a cooperative environment 

• Developed data and deconfliction systems to ensure officer safety, share 
information, track violators, analyze intelligence and provide nationwide 
connectivity 

• Provided for unprecedented levels of interagency cooperation and collaboration 

HIDTA has been and continues to be one of the most successful partnerships between 
federal, state and local government as well as a successful national drug enforcement 
program. The program is strategically placed in 28 regions throughout the nation to 
facilitate and coordinate the activities of drug law enforcement. The overall goal of this 
partnership is to reduce drug availability regionally and nationally as well as make drug 
law enforcement more effective and efficient. The primary reason for the success of 
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the program is that it is within ONDCP’s Bureau of State and Local Affairs, a 
neutral entity with no enforcement arm to compete or take control. No personnel 
from ONDCP are members of the Executive Board. Thus, HIDTA provides for an 
equal partnership between federal, state and local law enforcement leaders tailored 
for a regional approach and goals yet tied to the national mission. The federal, state 
and local drug enforcement missions, although different, are intimately and directly inter- 
related and must be melded together in the form of collaborative, information sharing, 
networks and task forces. That is what HIDTA is. An effective national counter-drug 
strategy will not work if the federal agencies, state agencies and local agencies go their 
separate ways and don’t leverage effort and share information. This proposal sets back 
fifteen years of effort to meld federal, state and local agencies into effective drug 
enforcement partnerships. 

OCDETF AND HIDTA ARE DIFFERENT PROGRAMS WITH 
DIFFERENT MISSIONS AND SHOULD BE KEPT SEPARATE: 

Task Forces: 


OCDETF’s nine regional “task forces” are non-operational, administrative bodies that 
are labeled task forces solely due to their varied federal participants. They do not 
perform any enforcement activities. All cases seeking OCDETF sanction emanate from 
within the member agencies, state and local agencies and/or HIDTAs. None stem from 
an investigator assigned to an OCDETF regional task force. Their use of the term task 
force is non-traditional in drug law enforcement. 

HIDTA funded task forces are commingled, collocated, multi-agency, operational units 
made up of federal, state and local officers with various missions that include, but are not 
limited to, money laundering, distribution, sales, interdiction, prosecution, violence, 
gangs and intelligence. The 355 HIDTA-fimded task forces across the country involve 
over 12,000 personnel (2/3 of which are from state and local agencies) from:^ 

283 federal agency offices 
327 state agencies 
916 local agencies 

Investigations initiated by HIDTA task forces (825 with OCDETF designation') represent 
a significant portion of OCDETF’s reported achievements. 

Investigative Intelligence and Support Activities: 

OCDETF has no intelligence capabilities of its own nor does it provide any intelligence 
to law enforcement. All intelligence resides within the member’s respective agency. 
OCDETF’s support activity is that of funding. It does not provide investigative support 
beyond prosecution and money. 
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HIDTA has intelligence units that: 

• Have multiple local, state and federal as well as commercial databases with 
pointer indices to avoid duplicative investigative effort and enhance 
productivity 

• Provide post-seizure analysis 

• Offer deconfliction of cases, subjects and operational events ensuring officer 
and citizen safety 

• Are connected to national law enforcement cyber pipelines to ensure 
connectivity among HlDTAs and other law enforcement agencies 

• Produce annual threat assessments and special strategic reports 

• Have sub-committees and task force commanders from local, state and federal 
agencies to direct their activities 

• Provide analytical support through all phases of an investigation 

• Conduct pro-active intelligence activities to produce informants and develop 
cases 

Funding: 

The $550 million OCDETF budget primarily funds approximately 4,000 federal 
personnel outside their agency’s budget. In 2004, that included personnel apportioned as 
follows:^ 


Aeencv 

Personnel 

DEA 

1,270 

FBI 

937 

U.S. Attorneys 

881 

IRS 

471 

ICE 

384 

ATF 

54 

U.S. Marshals 

13 


These agents and personnel are assigned to their various divisional offices carrying out 
their respective agency’s mission relating to drug enforcement and under the direction of 
the special agent in charge of that office. A small percentage of the OCDETF budget 
directly helps fund OCDETF-designated investigations with overtime and travel money 
for state and local law enforcement. 

The $227 million of HIDTA funding in twenty-eight strategic regions goes to support:’ 

• 355 operational task forces (65% established by HIDTA) 

• 53 intelligence centers (all but one established by HIDTA) 

• 4,428 federal personnel 

• 8,459 state and local personnel of which 1 ,996 are directly funded by the HIDTA 
Program 
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By law, at least 51 percent of HIDTA jfunds must go to state and local agencies. The fact 
that funding can be distributed among local, state and federal agencies at the Executive 
Board’s direction allows for fiscal flexibility which would be unavailable within the 
Department of Justice. Fiscal flexibility does not mean non-compliance with 0MB 
regulations. To the contrary, HIDTA funds disbursed to local and state agencies have 
more levels of scrutiny and audit than any other program. In fact, it is easier to track 
HIDTA funds to local and state agencies than funds to federal participants. The 
flexibility mentioned refers to the ability to make a choice when contracting or making 
purchases by selecting the most appropriate agency and minimizing obstacles. 

Structure: 


OCDETF is a program for federal agencies and managed by a federal agency, 
Department of Justice. The majority of its funding is designated for full time federal 
employees distributed among participating federal agencies (see above). No funding is 
provided for sustained analytical/intelligence support, equipment or case development 
(prior to OCDETF designation). It has no operational task forces, pointer indices or 
intelligence capability. Non-federal agencies are not represented in their administrative 
task forces. 

HIDTAs are governed by executive boards that contain an equal number of state/local 
law enforcement agency heads and federal agency administrators. These partnerships 
produce regional threat assessments, develop strategies to attack the threat and implement 
the strategies with operational task forces. They decide the level of funding for each task 
force and assess results annually. Task force commanders are selected from agencies 
participating in HIDTA and lead commingled, collocated officers and analytical 
personnel in their investigative effort. The task forces are continually monitored for 
efficiency and effectiveness by the Executive Board. Each task force and ultimately each 
HIDTA must report their success through 0MB compatible performance measures. 

Operations: 

OCDETF designated investigations are submitted to OCDETF by federal, state and local 
agencies and/or task forces. The designation is generally for funding assistance and the 
assignment of prosecutors on a case by case basis. The OCDETF-funded federal 
positions are assigned to work within their respective federal offices throughout the 
United States. 

OCDETF is primarily a federal funding mechanism for federal positions and also 
provides some support to drug law enforcement with funding for major cases. No cases 
start at or within an OCDETF task force, OCDETF cases generally evolve from local 
and regional targets and develop into OCDETF investigations. 


Unlike OCDETF, HIDTA task forces actually develop and open cases, provide and share 
intelligence and informants that leads to OCDETF investigations and support for other 
OCDETF cases across the country. HIDTA proactively identifies, targets, investigates 
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and attempts to disrupt or dismantle international, multi-state and local drug trafficking 
organizations. 

HIDTA staff is currently compiling case statistics liom 2004. As of March 3, 2005, with 
only 70% of HIDTA’s reporting, HIDTA funded task forces: 

• Investigated 3,1 17 drug trafficking organizations. Of those, 60% or 1,881 were 
international or multi-state in scope 

• 8 1 3 of the drug trafficking organizations were dismantled and 1,517 were 
disrupted 

• 825 OCDETF cases were referred from HIDTA funded task forces and 230 were 
linked to CPOT targets 


CLARIFYING ISSUES RELATED TO THE PROPOSAL: 

PEA AND OCDETF SUCCESS RELATED TO CPOT 


In 2004, DEA and OCDETF successfully dismantled 36 organizations linked to the 
consolidated priority organization targeting (CPOT) list and significantly disrupted the 
activities of 159 others.'' 


RESPONSE 


CY2004 preliminary data from the HIDTAs concludes that the majority of the cases cited 
as OCDETF/CPOT were actually from HIDTA funded task forces with DEA, state and 
local officers working as a team.^ OCDETF does not investigate and are not involved in 
operations. Their function is to provide supplemental fiscal and prosecution assistance. 
Yet the proposal is to cut the HIDTA Program and enhance OCDETF. 


HIDTA HAS FAILED WITH CPOT TARGETS 


Efforts to focus HIDTAs on targeting high level organizations (DTOs) such as CPOT 
have failed.'* 


RESPONSE 


In 2004, HIDTA targeted'; 

• 875 international DTOs 

• 1,006 multi-state DTOs 

• 1,236 local DTOs 

• Of these targeted cases, 230 were linked to CPOT 
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• This represents 32% of the 730 active investigations linked to 42 targets cited by 
USDOl* 

It is an inaccurate statement that the HIDTAs failed to target high level DTOs. The real 
issue was how ONDCP used the supplemental funds to finance investigations linked to 
the CPOT list. The Director failed to consult with HIDTA leadership, ONDCP 
guidelines were vague, CPOT lists were difficult to obtain, funding was rarely needed to 
pursue CPOT cases, and when it was needed for cases, it took over six months to receive 
the allocation. 

It is important to note that the Director was responsible to give final approval for any 
CPOT or related funding. The Director never requested HIDTA practitioners to assess 
the viability of the program to fund CPOT cases. HIDTA did not and has not failed to 
target high level DTOs. The conclusions that HIDTAs did not target high level 
organizations were made without receiving or including the 2004 performance data. 


HIDTA NO LONGER FOCUSED 


In 1990, HIDTA originally set up in five regions considered most critical high intensity 
drug trafficking areas at $25 million and has expanded to 28 regions and $227 million in 
2004. Today, the program is no longer well focused.'’ 

RESPONSE 


HIDTA evolved over the last fourteen years precisely because it is a highly successful 
program. It expanded as drug experts, and Congress recognized the need for a more 
regional approach to the national drug problem. It grew because it works. The HIDTA 
Program is more focused today than it has ever been. The newly developed performance 
measures implemented in CY2004 demonstrate this focus. This is clearly reflected by the 
caliber of its investigations, the advancement of model intelligence centers, national 
connectivity, proactive training, law enforcement partnerships, innovative new programs, 
and a high degree of accountability. The HIDTA Program is one of the most focused 
programs in law enforcement. It has a clear mission, aligned goals and specific 
performance measures. 


HIDTA NOT LINKED TO SIGNIFICANT REDUCTION 


State and local drug enforcement efforts have not been able to show a link with 
significant reductions in drug trafficking. 

RESPONSE 


HIDTAs are focused on the most significant drug trafficking organizations and have 
achieved a very impressive track record. Drug law enforcement experts agree that the 
majority of high level cases originate with state and local law enforcement efforts. The 
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best mechanism for these agencies to partner with federal agencies is through existing 
HIDTA funded task forces. HIDTA supports the efforts of local and state agencies. It 
enables them to pursue cases to the highest level possible. 

It is short sighted and revisionist to imply federal drug enforcement can better impact the 
national drug problem without a close coordinated cooperative partnership with state and 
local law enforcement. This is why the HIDTA program was created. Universally, drug 
enforcement experts agree the key to success is for state and local law enforcement to 
develop cases, informants, and interdictions on the interstates. 

With HIDTA's growth across the country, teen drug use has been lowered and a reduction 
in crime has occurred. These results were achieved based on a compilation of efforts, 
and HIDTA was an integral part. 


HIDTA TRANSFER WILL RETAIN POSITIVE ASPECTS 


ONDCP will ensure the HIDTA Program retains its positive aspects such as an emphasis 
on intelligence sharing and interagency cooperation after its transfer.^ 

RESPONSE 


It is simply not logical to assume a program reduced by 56% of its operational budget 
will retain much of what the program has accomplished. The proposal will effectively 
eliminate most of the HIDTA Intelligence Centers and many of the multi-agency drug 
task forces. If the intelligence sharing and intelligence center is a positive aspect of 
HIDTA, why is the federal government allocating funds to federal agencies for 
intelligence sharing and drug intelligence fusion centers? How can interagency 
cooperation be maintained when preliminary surveys indicate that a good portion of the 
federal, state and local commingled, collocated task forces will be disbanded with the 
proposed reduction? How is an equal partnership between federal, state and local law 
enforcement leaders maintained when the program is run and directed by a federal 
agency out of Washington, DC? Who can truly believe that much of what the HIDTA 
program represents would be retained with these cuts and transfer. 


HIDTA TARGETS ARE TOO LOW LEVEL 


The HIDTA Program is presently pursuing targets at too low a level in the drug market to 
be effective. 


RESPONSE 


The 2004 performance measurements demonstrate that this statement is inaccurate. 
HIDTAs target at a very high level to include international and multi-state DTOs many 
with CPOT linkage and OCDETF designation. In addition to these high level cases. 
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HIDTA also targets local drug trafficking organizations. Many of these local 
investigations evolve into elevated or high level multi-state or international cases. It is 
uncommon to initiate a DTO investigation at the highest level. HIDTA protocols, 
support and performance measurements encourage and enable task forces to investigate 
their cases to the highest level possible. 


HTDTA FAVORS CERTAIN AREAS 


The process used to fund HIDTAs favors certain areas without systematically assessing 
the country’s overall drug enforcement priority and needs. 

RESPONSE 


This is contrary to the process for approving funding and allocation of areas to be 
designated HIDTA. HIDTAs are required to submit a threat assessment, provide a 
strategy to address the threat and fund initiatives that are part of the strategy. Annually, 
each HIDTA is judged by performance measures. All of these documents are submitted 
to ONDCP for their use on an annual basis. There are unique challenges and threats for 
each HIDTA office. These threats and operational costs often fluctuate based on the 
region where the office is housed. The ONDCP Director seems to suggest a one size fits 
all approach will be more efficient. Again, HIDTA was developed regionally to address 
the threats in a specific area. Not all regional threats are the same. The Director has 
access to a tremendous resource in terms of leadership and experience within the HIDTA 
Program. He could have communicated these concerns at any time but failed to do so. 
The Director should evaluate the process for approving funding and for the allocation of 
areas designated as HIDTAs, not the program itself. 


ADVANTAGES OF HIDTA UNDER OCDETF 


The advantages to placing the HIDTA Program under OCDETF control are that it would 
assure the resources are more nationally aligned with programs with a proven record of 
success against high level targets. This move would also improve HIDTA’s access to 
DOJ’s new intelligence fusion centers reinforcing its intelligence related efforts. This 
proposed change would enhance the effectiveness and would more than justify the 
change. 


RESPONSE 


As shown earlier, these programs with proven records of success are primarily based on 
HIDTA task forces. As described earlier in this paper, there is not a natural alignment 
between OCDETF and HIDTA. In fact, they are different programs with different 
missions. HIDTA has a proven record of success against priority high level targets and 
has contributed to a great deal of OCDETF statistics, HIDTA has federal, state and local 
personnel all working in central intelligence centers (ISCs) in 53 locations throughout the 
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United States. A close relationship between the fijsion centers and HIDTA ISCs could be 
a very powerful tool. However, stating this change will enhance effectiveness is totally 
unsupported and inaccurate. 


OMB CITES HIDTA 


The Office of Management and Budgets Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART) cited 
the HIDTA Program for not being able to demonstrate results.'’ 

RESPONSE 


PART does not cite the HIDTA Program as being ineffective but rather for “Results not 
demonstrated”. Twenty-nine percent of the federal programs reviewed received the same 
rating. OCDETF apparently has not been assessed. The HIDTA Directors did not totally 
disagee with OMB’s assessment of FY 2003. The performance measures developed and 
supplied by ONDCP for the most part did not reflect the effectiveness of HIDTA. When 
this report came out, ONDCP’s Bureau of State and Local Affairs, HIDTA Directors 
Committee and staff, including a former OMB program manager developed new 
performance measures. They were used for the first time in 2004. 

These performance measures cite sixteen core measurements of effectiveness. 
Unfortunately, the ONDCP Director chose not to review the data or use this data in 
making his recommendations. The program is confident that these new performance 
measurements more than demonstrate HEDTAs efficiency and effectiveness. 

Apparently, the ONDCP Director disregarded the following information related to the 
March 2004 Drug Control Funding Report that is important to this issue. The overall 
PART rating for the HIDTA Program was “Results Not Demonstrated.” The program’s 
FY 2003 performance measures are primarily outputs supplemented with milestones. 

New outcome-oriented measures have been developed for future years as part of the 
performance management system designed in FY 2003. A committee of HIDTA 
directors is currently refining the system to enable a better linkage of performance to 
budgets, taking into account the shortage of HIDTA-specific data. This system should 
enable the program to document its effectiveness. ^ 

The new performance measures (16) used in 2004 includes such data as: 

• Efforts against drug trafficking organizations by type and scope including cost 

• Efforts against money laundering organizations by type and scope 

• Drugs removed by wholesale value and return on investment 

• Illegally gained assets removed and return on investment 

• Cost of investigative activity 

• Efforts against methamphetamine clandestine laboratories, precursor/chemical 
sources and laboratory dump sites 

• Training efficiency 


10 



125 


• Event and case deconfliction 

• Analytical support 

• Investigation referral to other HIDTAs or agencies 

SUMMARY: 

• HIDTA has been able to demonstrate its effectiveness targeting, dismantling and 
disrupting international, multi-state and local drug trafficking organizations many of 
which have OCDETF designation and linked to CPOT, However, HIDTA has also 
maintained its flexibility to successfully address other drug problems such as the 
clandestine manufacture of methamphetamine. 

• The primary reason for the success of the program is that it is within ONDCP’s 
Bureau of State and Local Affairs, a neutral entity with no enforcement arm to 
compete or take control. No personnel from ONDCP are members of the Executive 
Board. Thus, HIDTA provides for an equal partnership between federal, state and 
local law enforcement leaders tailored for a regional approach and goals yet tied to 
the national mission. 

• The HIDTA Program cannot remain effective with a 56% reduction in funds 
regardless of where it is housed. 

• The human, operational, intelligence and technical infrastructure that HIDTA has 
built in the last fifteen years, changing the face of drug law enforcement across the 
nation, will be lost if this proposal becomes reality. 

• HIDTA’s successes and contributions can and should be factored into the cause for 
the reduction of teen drug use and drug related crime as much as any other singular 
endeavor, such as a media campaign. 

• OCDETF and HIDTA are beneficial programs but whose missions are dissimilar. 

• OCDETF/DOJ has a unilateral, federal approach to drug law enforcement, HIDTA 
addresses the totality of drug law enforcement. 

• OCDETF precludes the incorporation of state and local police executives in drug law 
enforcement management that affects their areas. 

• The HIDTA Program’s most beneficial contributions cannot endure under DOJ 
management and guidelines. 
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NOTES: 

' 2004 HBDTA Annual Report Performance Measures Tables (as of 3/3/05 with 70% of 
HIDTAs reporting) 

^ DOJ FY 2005 Budget and Performance Summary (OCDETF) 

^ HIDTA Director’s Survey, February 22, 2005 with 79% of HIDTA’s reporting 
'' Department of Justice 2006 Budget “At a Glance” 

^ Statement of ONDCP Director Walters before the House Committee on Government 
Reform Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Police and Human Resources, February 
10, 2005 

^ National Drug Control Strategy, February 2005 

’ Drug Control Funding: Agency Summary, FY 2003 ~ FY 2005 

* GAO January 2005 Report, “High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area’s effort to link 
investigations to international drug traffickers” 


12 



127 


Mr. SOUDER. Thank you very much for your testimony. 

Our next witness is Baltimore’s acting police commissioner, Mr. 
Leonard Hamm. Thank you for coming today. We know your city 
has heen hard hit; and Mr. Cummings, as well as Mr. 
Ruppenherger have heen long-time advocates, and particularly our 
distinguished ranking member. So thank you for taking time out 
to come here today. 

STATEMENT OF LEONARD HAMM, ACTING BALTIMORE 
POLICE COMMISSIONER 

Mr. Hamm. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Cummings, and Ms. 
Watson; thank you for having me. I am honored that you would 
have me here testifying on the drug budget for fiscal year 2006. 

My name is Leonard Hamm, and I am the acting police commis- 
sioner of Baltimore City. I have been doing this for 30 years; 30 
years, this drug stuff for 30 years on the local level. 

One of the things that was not talked about by the other panel 
was results. I am going to give you some results. A lot of times, 
numbers are boring, but please just bear with me. 

All partners in HIDTA work under a form of measured success 
and management for results. In this successful HIDTA formula 
that law enforcement has worked on for years, this will jeopardize 
the major cases, networking, leads, and partnerships which have 
proven to work. 

Now I want to talk about some of the groups and some of the 
things that we are doing locally. First of all, we have Group 51, 
which is our Violent Trafficking Initiative. In short, this initiative 
investigates violent gun drug traffickers and organizations that im- 
pact on the Baltimore Metropolitan area. 

In 2005, our expected output is to arrest 80 drug/firearm traffick- 
ers, seizing $770,000 in criminally obtained assets, disrupt or dis- 
mantle 10 major drug trafficking groups, and seizing 2 kilos of her- 
oin, 10 kilograms of crack cocaine, and 10 kilograms of marijuana. 

Now in fiscal year 2005 to present, the group has arrested 21 
persons, seized $617,000 in moneys and assets; IV 2 kilos of heroin, 
11 firearms, 1.6 kilograms of cocaine, 2.7 kilograms of marijuana, 
and dismantled and disrupted three organizations. 

The 2004 actual outputs consist of nine organizations being dis- 
mantled and disrupted, 62 people arrested, seizing $891,000 in 
money, $200,000 in assets, 36 firearms, 3 V 2 kilograms of heroin, 
8.7 kilograms of cocaine, 1 kilogram of crack, and 9.9 kilograms of 
marijuana. Baltimore City has five members dedicated to this ini- 
tiative. 

I want to talk about our Group 54. This is our major drug traf- 
ficking initiative. This initiative primarily focuses on major cocaine 
and heroin trafficking organizations. 

The 2005 expected outputs are to seize 50 firearms, $1 million 
in drug assets, 3 kilograms of heroin, 10 kilograms of crack cocaine, 
and 15 kilograms of marijuana, to include dismantling of 10 drug 
organizations. 

For fiscal year 2005 to present, this group is well on the way to 
achieving that expected output. They have seized $263,000 in 
money and assets, 18 kilograms of cocaine, 27 arrests, 0.16 kilo- 
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grams of crack cocaine, 0.35 kilograms of heroin, and disrupted and 
dismantled two organizations so far this year. 

The 2004 actual outputs consisted of 14 organizations being dis- 
mantled or disrupted, 89 arrests. They seized $1,025,000 in money, 
$47,000 in assets, 25 firearms, 3.9 kilograms of heroin, 28 kilo- 
grams of cocaine, and 2.3 kilograms of marijuana. 

We have a REDRUM Group, and that is part of our Group 54. 
They work jointly with Group 54. However, their primary focus is 
to topple violent groups in Baltimore City. One group that the Con- 
gressmen know about, they call themselves the North Avenue 
Boys. 

Working closely with our Homicide Unit, State and Federal pros- 
ecuting teams, we identified their violent trends and patterns 
through data base analysis and crime mapping, and we work joint- 
ly with the Homicide Unit and the State and Federal prosecutors 
to bring the responsible parties to the table for a successful pros- 
ecution. Baltimore City has 12 members dedicated to the entire 
Group 54 initiative. 

Group 56 is our Mass Transportation Initiative. Their efforts and 
their mission is to reduce drug trafficking in the Baltimore Metro- 
politan area by interdiction efforts and immediate followup and in- 
vestigations. 

Across the Nation, a new smuggling of choice has been identified 
as parcel and vehicle traps. In 2003, this initiative merged with the 
Delivery System Parcel Interdiction Initiative to effect coordination 
and operational effectiveness. 

Our expected outputs for 2005 are to arrest 70 drug/firearm vio- 
lators, seize $400,000 in assets, 100 kilograms of marijuana, 10 
kilograms of cocaine, 1 kilogram of heroin, and two firearms. 

Our output, to date, the group has generated 20 arrests, seizing 
$175,000 in assets, three firearms, 19.9 kilograms of marijuana, 
and 1 kilogram of cocaine. They are also involved in two major case 
investigations. 

We have our DEA Heroin Task Force. This group has arrested 
three persons, seized $393,000 in moneys. We have our Weapons 
Enforcement Initiative. This group investigates armed violent drug 
trafficking organizations which impact the Baltimore Metropolitan 
Area. We utilize the ATF Disarm Program as its targeting mecha- 
nism. 

We have the Customs Baltimore Seaport Initiative. We have the 
Customs Money Laundering Initiative. We have a Customs Airport 
Group. All of these groups have measured targets. We are getting 
great results. 

Mr. Chairman, there are those that question the value of HIDTA. 
They simply have not taken the time to look at these measurable 
lifesaving results. 

I urge all of you to maintain an open mind and speak directly 
with the HIDTA directors and law enforcement professionals who 
dedicate their lives to just the kind of cases which Federal, State, 
and local law enforcement should be focusing on. 

I want to thank you for your time. I cut my testimony down. Our 
successes have been numerous, and thank you for listening to us. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Hamm follows:] 
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HIDTA RESULTS TALKING POINTS FOR 
POLICE COMMISSIONER AT HEARING SCHEDULED FOR MARCH 10, 2005 


Good afternoon my name is Leonard D. Hamm, and I am the Acting Police 
Commissioner of the Baltimore Police Department. I would like to thank Chairman 
Mark E. Souder and Congressman Elijah Cummings for inviting me to provide testimony 
on the Fiscal Year 2006 Drug Budget. HDDTA is supportive of not only our various 
police divisions, but also affects our communities on a very personal level. For example, 
HIDTA supports our Operation Crime Watch. In the City of Baltimore alone, we now 
have over 5,000 signed and active citizens who report criminal activity. This program 
provides a safe way for individuals to be a part of taking back their communities in a safe 
way. 

HIDTA has also participated in various law enforcement efforts to include coordinating 
information from various agencies during the MarylandA^irginia sniper incident, and 
maintaining a strong network to assist departments with strategic planning to combat 
drug activity. This assistance is vital in maintaining the ability of the various federal, 
state, and local law enforcement agencies to share critical information with each other. 

On Monday, March 7, 2005, members of HIDTA Group 52 arrested five more members 
of the "Black Magic" organization under indictment for supplying heroin and cocaine to 
Baltimore City and Baltimore County. During these arrests, task force members seized 1 
kilo of cocaine, 300 grams of heroin, 132 grams of crack cocaine, and $24,000 in cash. 
This adds to the 8 kilos of heroin, 32 firearms, $850,000 in cash, and $300,000 in assets 
already seized during the investigation. This is the most recent example of the 
effectiveness of our HIDTA groups. 


RESULTS .rr".T:N 


All partners in HIDTA work under a formula of measured success and management for 
results. Ending the successful HIDTA formula that law enforcement has worked on for 
years will jeopardize the major cases, networking, leads and partnerships which are 
proven to work. 

1. Group 51 Violent Traflicking Initiative 

In short this initiative investigates violent drug/gun traffickers and.organizations 
that impact the Baltimore Metro area. 

• 2005 Expected Output is to arrest 80 drug/firearm traffickers, seizing 

$770,000 in criminally obtained assets, disrupt or dismantle 10 major drug 
trafficking groups and seizing 2 kilograms of heroin, 10 kilograms of 
crack/cocaine and 10 kilograms of marijuana. 
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• Fiscal 2005 to present, the group has arrested 21 persons, seized 
$617, 834 in monies/assets, 1.5 kg of heroin, 11 Firearms, 1.6 kg of 
cocaine, 2.7 kg of marijuana and dismantled/disrupted 3 organizations. 

• 2004 Actual Outputs consist of 9 organizations being 
dismantled/disrupted, 62 arrests, seizing $891,405 in monies, $200,370 in 
assets, 36 firearms, 3.5 kg of heroin, 8.7 kg in cocaine, 1.0 kg in crack and 
9.9 kg in marijuana. Baltimore City has 5 members dedicated to the 
initiative. 


2. Group 54 Major Drug Trafficking Initiative 

This initiative primarily focuses on major cocaine and heroin trafficking 
organizations. 

• 2005 Expected Outputs are to seize 50 Firearms, $1 ,000,000 in drug 
assets, 3 Kilograms of Heroin, 10 Kilograms of Cocaine/Crack and 15 
Kilograms of Marijuana to include dismantling 10 Drug Organizations. 

• Fiscal year 2005 to present outputs, the group is well on their way in 
achieving the expected outputs; they have seized $263,566 in monies and 
assets, 18 kg of cocaine, 27 arrests, 0.160 kg crack cocaine, 0.357 kg of 
heroin and dismpted/dismantled 2 organizations. 

• 2004 Actual Outputs consist of 14 organizations being 
dismantled/disrupted, 89 arrests, seizing $1,025,575 in monies, $471,920 
in assets, 25 firearms, 3.9 kg of heroin, 28.8 kg of cocaine, and 2.3 kg of 
marijuana. 

3. REDRUM The REDRUM group is part of Group 54. They work 
jointly with group 54; however their primary focus is to topple violent groups 
such as the “North Avenue Boys” working closely with the Homicide Unit and 
State/Federal Prosecuting Teams. Identify violent trends and patterns through 
database analysis and crime mapping and work jointly with Homicide and the 
State/Federal Prosecutors to bring the responsible parties to the table for a 
successful prosecution. Baltimore City has 12 members dedicated to the entire 
Group 54 initiative. 

4. Group 56 Mass Transportation Initiative 

Group 56 focuses their efforts on the mission to reduce drug 
trafficking in the Baltimore Metropolitan area, by interdiction efforts and 
immediate follow up investigations. Across the nation the new smuggling of 
choice has been identified as parcel and vehicle traps. In 2003 this initiative 
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merged with the Delivery System Parcel Interdiction Initiative to effect 
coordination and operational effectiveness. 

• 2005 Expected Outputs is to arrest 70 drug/firearm violators, seize 
400,000 in assets, 100 kg of marijuana, 10 kg of cocaine, 1 kg of heroin 
and 2 firearms. 

• Fiscal 2005 to present Outputs the group has generated 20 arrests, 
seizing $175,000 in assets, 3 firearms, 19.9 kg of marijuana, and 1kg of 
cocaine. They are also involved in two major case investigations. 

• 2004 Actual Outputs consist of 1 1 1 anests, seizing $ 1 ,205,85 1 in 
monies, $591, 440 in assets, 15 firearms, 1 kg of heroin, 192 kg of 
cocaine, and 331 kg of iharijuana. They also provided numerous leads to 
various other narcotic groups across the country targeting “source cities” 
such as Los Angeles, Phoenix, Philadelphia, Raleigh, Richmond, New 
York and many others. Baltimore City has 5 members dedicated to the 
initiative. 


5. PEA Heroin Task Force. Group 52 

Baltimore City also has 5 members dedicated to a DBA group. which_is 
comprised of DBA Agents and Baltimore City Police Detectives and 1 Sergeant. 
The group focuses their efforts targeting violent heroin dealers, whom are selling 
and smuggling in and to the Baltimore Metropolitan area. DBA does not project 
expected outputs. 

• Fiscal 2005 to present Outputs the group arrested 3 persons, seizing 
393,863 in monies/assets, disrupted one organization, 

• 2004 Actual Outputs consist of 124 arrests, seized $344,986 in monies 
and assets, 4 kg of heroin, and 3 kg of cocaine. 

6. Weapons Enforcement Initiative 

The group investigates armed, violent drug trafficking organizations 
which impact the Baltimore Metropolitan area utilizing the ATF Disarm 
Program as its targeting mechanism. 

• 2005 Expected Outputs are to disrupt/dismantle 7 organizations, 125 
arrests, seize $80,000 in assets, 100 firearms, and have 75 Disarm 
Initiations. 


Fiscal 2005 to present Outputs has arrested 37 persons, seized $337,290 
in assets, 27 firearms, 224 grams of marijuana, 210 grams of cocaine guns 
and 53 Disarm Initiations. 
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• 2004 Actual Outputs the group has disrupted/dismantled 10 
organizations, arrested 1 17 persons, seized $1,270,000 in monies, 
$860,000. in assets, 185 Firearms and had 176 Disarm Initiations, 


7. Customs Baltimore Seaport Initiative 

This initiative focuses its operadons on the cargo and container terminal at 
the Port of Baltimore. They work closely with the Drug Money 
Laundering Initiative, 

• 2005 Expected Outputs Unknown 

• Fiscal 2005 to Present has arrested 9 persons, seizing 5.2 kg of cocaine, 
2, 500 lbs of KHAT, $5,730. in assets, 1 firearm and 28 grams of heroin. 

• 2004 Actual Outputs the group has made 30 arrest, seizing $299,078 in 
monies, $65,000 in assets, 7 Firearms, 2.1 kg of heroin, 186 kg of cocaine, 
and 65.3 kg of marijuana. 


7. Customs Money Laundering Initiative 

This initiative is designed to reduce drug trafficking in the Maryland area by 
focusing on organizations that participate in money laundering. This includes 
counterfeit monies, stolen credit cards, postal money orders and wire transfers. 

• 2005 Expected Outputs Unknown 

• Fiscal 2005 to present Outputs the group has seized $303,699 in assets. 

• 2004 Actual Outputs the group has made 78 arrests, seized $7,712,894 in 
monies, $582,000 in assets, 11 firearms, 3.5 kg in heroin and 582. kg in 
marijuana. Further they identified and targets 10 international 
organizations and dismantled 4 and disrupted 3. 

8. Customs Airport Group 

This initiative focuses its efforts on interdiction operations involving 
transportation of assets and contraband via the airways operations out of BWI. 

• Fiscal 2005 to present the group has made 5 arrests, and seized 2.5 kg of 
cocaine, and 1.7 kg of heroin. 
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There are those that question the value of HIDTA. They simply 
haven’t taken the time to look at these measurable, live-saving 
results. I urge you all to maintain an open mind and speak directly 
with your HIDTA directors and law enforcement professionals 
who dedicate their lives to just the kind of cases of which federal, 
state and local law enforcements should be focusing. 
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Mr. SOUDER. We will put your full statement in, if you have 
other materials, also. 

Mr. Hamm. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. SouDER. I want to make sure for the record that the charts 
over there get printed so we can get those into the record, as well. 

Our next witness is Mr. Mark Henry, president of the Illinois 
Drug Enforcement Officer’s Association. Thank you for being here. 

STATEMENT OF MARK HENRY, PRESIDENT, ILLINOIS DRUG 
ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS ASSOCIATION 

Mr. Henry. Chairman Sender and distinguished panel, I thank 
you. Good afternoon, or I guess it is good evening now. I thank you 
for this opportunity to speak. 

First, I would like to say that while most of my comments will 
be directed toward the proposed elimination of Byrne/JAG grants 
and the impact in Illinois, I do want to go on record as saying that 
the Chicago HIDTA is a friend to multi-jurisdictional task forces in 
Illinois, and we appreciate all that they do. 

My name is Mark Henry, and I have been a police officer in Illi- 
nois for 21 years. For 18 of those years, I have been involved in 
drug enforcement. In the vast majority of that time, I have been 
assigned to various multi -jurisdictional Drug Task Forces. 

In addition, I served as the administrator of two Drug Task 
Forces, so I understand the critical importance of the Byrne/JAG 
Program. 

In 2001, I served as the chairman of the Illinois MEG and Task 
Force Commanders Association, which consists of 20-plus multi-ju- 
risdictional Drug Task Forces, which cover approximately 73 of the 
102 counties in Illinois. Once again, I had the opportunity to hear 
from all the various Drug Commanders about the importance of the 
Byrne/JAG Program. 

Currently, I serve as the president of the Illinois Drug Enforce- 
ment Officers Association. We have approximately 1,000 members, 
consisting of Federal, State, and local officers, from all parts of Illi- 
nois. The IDEOA is 1 of 43 such State organizations throughout 
our Nation, and all of us are concerned about the proposed elimi- 
nation of the JAG assistance grants. 

I am quite familiar with drug enforcement in Illinois, and specifi- 
cally the role the Drug Task Forces play. I would like to explain 
that role. 

First there is DEA. They are a great partner in the strategy in 
Illinois. They assist lower law enforcement and Drug Task Forces 
whenever they can. However, DEA and the other Federal agencies 
focus much of their efforts on attacking the top levels of the drug 
pyramid, and rightfully so. 

At the same time, you have local police departments that are 
handling the lower level drug trafficking that is occurring in their 
communities. The gap which exists between the top and the bot- 
tom, that squarely falls on the shoulders of the Drug Task Forces 
in Illinois. 

In short, for most of the State, the Drug Task Forces are the 
backbone of drug enforcement in Illinois. In addition, these units 
have taken over the responsibility of investigating and dismantling 
methamphetamine labs in Illinois, which continues to increase. 
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In 2004, the Drug Task Force’s dismantled an excess of 960 meth 
labs. Most local police departments do not have the training or re- 
sources to handle these labs. 

In Illinois, approximately 60 percent of police departments have 
less than 10 full-time officers. Combining resources and expertise 
is the only effective and efficient way to address Illinois drug prob- 
lems. 

To ensure my message was accurate today, I would like to read 
some abbreviated replies from the Illinois Drug Commanders 
where they reference their thoughts on eliminating the Byrne/JAG 
Program. 

The first quote is, “The elimination of the Byrne/JAG Grant 
would have a catastrophic effect on the metropolitan enforcement 
group of Southwestern Illinois. The majority of the Board members 
indicated they would be forced to either withdraw from the unit or 
reduce their participation to that of financial contributor.” 

The next quote is Vermillion County MEG, “Eliminating this 
funding would cut our number of agents by 62 percent. The elimi- 
nation of this funding would be the beginning of the end of Vermil- 
lion County MEG.” 

The next quote is, “The West Central Illinois Task Force is the 
primary if not the only deterrent of narcotic trafficking and en- 
forcement in West Central Illinois. Without the Byrne Grant fund- 
ing, this concept would be dissolved.” 

The next quote is, “The Southeastern Illinois Drug Task Force 
will cease to exist within a year if the Byrne funds are eliminated.” 

The next quote is from the LaSalle Task Force. “I strongly be- 
lieve that the elimination of these funds would force the Task Force 
to close its doors.” 

The last quote is from Task Force 6. “I look at this proposed 
Byrne/JAG cut as a closing down of a police department and the 
abandoning of our children and citizens.” 

In closing, the State and local police departments in Illinois are 
committed to the multi-jurisdictional principle, and dedicate many 
of their own limited resources to this ideology. 

The Byrne/JAG funding is the glue that brings hundreds of law 
enforcement agencies and their resources together to effectively 
and efficiently attack local drug trafficking, reduce violent crime, 
and promote safer communities. Without that glue, we will weaken 
our grip on this important issue, and negatively impact the quality 
of life for the citizens which we all serve in this great Nation in 
the State of Illinois. 

I thank you for your time and consideration with this critically 
important matter. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Henry follows:] 
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Good afternoon and thank >^u for the opportunity to address you today. My name is 
Mark Henry and I have been a police officer in Illinois for approximately 2 1 years. For 
1 8 of those years, I have been involved in drug enforcement, with the vast majority of 
that time assigned to a multi-jurisdictional drug task force. In addition, I served as the 
Administrator for two of those drug task forces, covering a seven year period, which 
gave me an ^preciation for fed^al funding assistance. 

In 2001, 1 served as Chairman of the Ulinois MEG Directors and Task Force 
Commanders Association which is an umbrella organization for the twenty-plus multi- 
jurisdictional drug task forces which cover approximately 73 of the 1 02 counties in 
Illinois. Once again, I had the opportunity to hear from the various drug unit 
commanders about the importance of federal funding to their units. 

Currently, I serve as the President of the Illinois Drug Enforcement Officers 
Association, commonly referred to as the IDEOA. The IDEOA has approximately 1 000 
members, consisting of federal, state, county and local officers from all parts of Illinois. 
The IDEOA believes effective drug enforcement is predicated on establishing viable 
lines of communication and coordination of efforts among law enforcement entities. A 
si^ificant percentage of our membership are, or have been at one time or another, 
assigned to one of the 20 plus multi-jurisdictional drug task forces which exist in 
Illinois. The IDEOA is one of 43 such state organizations throughout our nation, each of 
them concerned about proposed elimination of JAG assistance. 

I mentioned my background to ensure you that I am quite familiar with the state of drug 
enforcement in Illinois, especially as it pertains to local law enforcement and the role 
played by multi-jurisdictional task forces. Whether by design or necessity, drug 
enforcement in Illinois is divided into a multi-tiered approach. Here is how I sec the 
breakdown in Illinois. 


John Risley 

Chicago Police Department 
Rick Sanders 

Drug Enforcement Administration 

Rich Wilk 
Joliet MANS 

Gene Williams 
Chicago Police Department 

Jim Winters 

North Central Narcotics 

Task Force 


First, the Chicago HITDA is a friend to the multi-jurisdictional drug task forces in 
Illinois. Chicago HIDTA coordinates and conducts much of the drug enforcement 
occurring in Cook County, which encompasses the city of Chicago. The multi- 
jurisdictional drug task forces partner with Chicago HIDTA when local investigations 
migrate to Chicago, which happens frequently when moving up the drug dealer food 
chain. All the multi-jurisdictional drug task forces in Illinois utilize HIDTA’s de- 
confliction system to ensure officer safety. Chicago HIDTA also provides analytical 
support to any unit that requests assistance. Chicago HIDTA Director Donahue will 
provide additional information during this hearing. 

Second, DEA, also a great partner in this strategy, assists state and local law 
enforcement whenever they can. However, DEA and the many other federal agencies 
focus on attacking the top levels of the drug pyramid. At the same time, local police 
departments 
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handle as much street level drug trafficking as their resources and expertise allows. The gap 
which exists between the two falls on the shoulders of the twenty-plus multi-jxmsdictional drug 
task forces. In short, for much of the state, the multi-jurisdictional drug task forces are the back 
bone of drug enforcement in Illinois. In addition to handling traditional drug enforcement, these 
units have taken over the responsibility of investigating and dismantling the increasing number 
of methamphetamine labs located in Illinois, In 2004, the multi-jurisdictional drug task forces 
dismantled in excess of 960 meth labs. 

The overwhelming majority (87.6%) of all police departments in the United States have less 
than 50 officers (Census of State and Local Law Enforcement Agencies, 2000). In Illinois, there 
are approximately 1025 police departments, with approximately 60% of those departments 
having less than 10 lull-time officers. Law enforcement learned long ago that combining 
resources and expertise is the most efficient and effective way to address an issue of mutual 
concern. The drug task forces have proven that theory correct over the past decade. It has always 
been a commonly held belief that effective drug enforcement reduces violent crime. In Illinois, a 
review of drug arrests validates this belief A study from 1994 to present revealed that in the 
areas covered by 1 8 of the 20 task forces which receive JAG assistance in Illinois, as drug arrests 
rose, the violent crime index was reduced. An even more telling correlation exists as it relates to 
commitments to the Illinois Department of Corrections for drug offenses. Examining IDOC 
commitments removes those drug arrests which do not take the offender off the street for an 
extended period of time (such as misdemeanor charges or felonies which result in probation). 
Previous studies conducted by the Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority show that 
convictions from multi-jurisdictional drug task forces result more fi-equently in commitments to 
the Illinois Department of Corrections than those drug arrest convictions which were initiated by 
local law enforcement agencies. 

To ensure that my message was an accurate portrayal of my Illinois counterparts, I asked the 
various Directors and Commanders of these units to express the impact of eliminating federal 
funding. I would like to share with you some of their abbreviated replies; 

"East Central Illinois Task Force... All of the law enforcement agencies, the business and 
education community rely heavily on the task forces expertise in combating the fight 
against drugs.. .the most devastating issue is the degradation of the community by those 
criminals that prey on the community. The task force has been the driving force behind 
effective law enforcement in the east central Illinois area. The epidemic of meth and it’s 
effects on the quality of life, family and overall safety has taken a great toll as it is. The 
rise in incidents of cocaine trafficking has increased and needs to be addressed. Without 
the existence of the task force violent crime and burglaries will likely increase 
dramatically. ” 

"The elimination of the Byme/JAG Grant would have a catastrophic effect on the 
Metropolitan Enforcement Group of Southwestern Illinois... The majority of the Board 
members indicated that they would be forced either (to) withdraw from the Unit or 
reduce their participation to that of a financial contributor. MEGSI would also be 
required to lay off one direct hire Agent. " 

"KAMEG (funding)... loss would have to be absorbed by the villages and counties 
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already feeling the state 's current financial crisis on their existing budgets. KAMEG 
would likely loose officers because of the lack of Byme/JAG reimbursement. In addition, 
we would lose our only secretary, whose salary is grant funded. ” 

“VMEG is made up of 8 agents and 2 ISP supervisors. The Byrne/ Jag funding pays for 5 
of the 8 agent positions. Eliminating this funding would cut our number of agents by 
62%. These are not administrative or fluff positions but are the front line working 
agents. This would leave VMEG with 2 ISP personnel and 3 agents total. Assuming the 
percentage would carry over into the investigative figures, all areas such as arrests, 
cases opened, etc. would be reduced by 62% or more. VMEG does not have local money 
to pay for any additional agents and state funding has also been reduced. The 
elimination of this funding would be the beginning of the end for VMEG. " 

“SLANT has three offices covering the northwest part of Illinois and three counties in 
southern Wisconsin ... If the funding was lost, the Monroe office would lose one officer 
which would leave them with a unit of 6 officers to service three counties. The Roclford 
office would lose one officer which would leave them with 6 officers to service the second 
largest city in Illinois. SLANT would also lose its Administrative Assistant who handles 
are clerical work and Asset Forfeiture duties for the entire SLANT unit. " 

“The West Central Illinois Task Force is the primary if not the only deterrent of narcotic 
trafficking and enforcement in West Central Illinois. Without the funding that we 
currently receive from the Byrne Grant our mission would be all but non existent . We 
cover approx 10 counties with our task force and once again are the primary responders 
to narcotic crimes in them. The interaction and cooperation between the Local and State 
agencies that participate in the Task Force is Monumental. Without the Byrne Grant 
funding this concept would be dissolved. Our Task Force support staff is also paid from 
the Byrne Grant Without the support Staff, our work load and productivity would be cut 
in half " 

“The SouthEastem Illinois Drug Task Force (SEIDTF) will cease to exist within a year if 
the Bryne Funds are eliminated... With the proliferation of clandestine 
methamphetamine production throughout our area of responsibility, the asset seizures 
and forfeitures have been sporadic at best.. .The SEIDTF personnel made 163 arrests last 
year and responded to more than sixty meth labs. There is no indication that this year 
will be any different. ...we are still the only ISP drug unit in the area and will be needed to 
continue to respond to calls for service when a local dealer sets up shop in some small 
community in southeastern Illinois. ” 

“For the WCITF-Macomb, elimination of funding would result in 1 agency leaving the 
TF, 1 agency possibly leaving the TF depending on their budget at the time, and the loss 
of our part-time secretary. The full time secretary may see her hours cut depending on 
what the TF could afford. Having very limited financial resources, it is not likely that the 
TF could afford to purchase equipment that it has in the past received through grants 
from ICJIA. " 
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"The North Central Narcotics Task Force (NCNTF) is a multi-jurisdictional taskforce 
that spans three counties and covers 12 Jurisdictions. The elimination or reduction of 
Byrne/ JAG Funding would.. .force police officers off the street to do clerical 
work... eliminate communication equipment such as pagers and cell phones... eliminate 
federal funding to reimburse a portion of officer overtime costs. This encourages those 
departments to stay committed to the NCNTF as personnel costs rise. " 

"The elimination of the Byrne funding will have a very NEGATIVE impact on LCMEG's 
ability to address the drug problems in the Lake County area.. .The loss of the funding 
will cause us to eliminate the staff positions, this will cause the jobs they now perform to 
be reassigned to Police Officers... As history has shown us, time after time, the people 
that prevail are those which "network" and combine their resources. As we, the Law 
Enforcement Community, are being forced to abandon the "task force" concepts due to 
lack of funding, the Drug dealers and Terrorists are becoming more efficient because 
they’re pooling their resources and intelligence. " 

"The elimination or reduction of this grant would have a very severe impact on the 
LaSalle Task Force.. ..At the present time the funding accounts for 50% of the Task Force 
funds with the remaining 50% made up from fines and forfeiture's. I strong believe that 
the elimination of this funds would force the Task force to close it’s doors. ” 

"TF6 is the primary drug enforcement entity in this area and has been a fixture in this 
area since 1983....TF6 consist of 10 local, county, state agencies... The proposed 
Byrne/ JAG cuts will result in the closure of this unit Narcotics related crime will 
increase dramatically and drug dealers will operate at will without the presence of Task 
Force 6. The local and county agencies rely on Task Force 6's expertise and resources to 
combat this societal plaque. I look at this proposed Byrne/ J A G cut as closing down a 
police department and abandoning our children and citizens. ” 

“Central Illinois Enforcement Group is responsible for seven counties in Central Illinois. 
Many departments rely on us to provide knowledge to them concerning officer safety 
issues, i.e. booby traps, meth lab hazards, counter surveillance trends, etc. CIEG would 
be able to possibly exist for another year (or two). After that, we would be forced to send 
all of the inspectors back to their departments and CIEG would no longer exist. " 

"The Southern Illinois Enforcement Group is but one of the Units operating in the 
southern most 31 counties in Illinois... We are tasked with the "normal" duties of a MEG 
Unit with the added burden of methamphetamine investigations as well...SIEG’s 
participation in these investigations would not have been possible without personnel 
employed here through Byrne funding... Because we are situated in an economically 
depressed area, we rely on Byrne funding to supplement our manpower needs with direct 
hire agents. Our contributing member agencies cannot afford to pick up the extra costs 
associated with a decrease in Byrne funding. If that were to be the case, we would lose 4 
agents currently assigned here as well as the 5th we were planning to add with the 
upcoming Byrne grant funding. If this were to happen, the contributing member agencies 
of SIEG would he left vulnerable with drug enforcement seriously debilitated. " 
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“We have eight (8) narcotics agents working under cover in a five (5) county area in 
central IL. Our unit investigates approx. 320 cases each year which results in the arrests 
of 285 to 298 defendants. These subjects are all mid to upper level drug dealers. If 
Federal funds under the Byme/JAG are eliminated our unit will lose three (3) agents. 

The loss of these agents will cripple our ability to continue effective narcotics 
investigations. Narcotics trafficking will go unchecked and spread. We might as well 
turn the keys to our communities over to the gangs. ” 

In closing, state and local police departments in Illinois are committed to this multi-jurisdictional 
principal and dedicate many of their own limited resources to this ideology. The Byme/JAG 
Funding is the glue that brings himdreds of law enforcement agencies and their resources 
together to efficiently and effectively attack local dmg trafficking which reduces violent crime 
and promotes safer communities. Without that glue, we will weaken our grip on this important 
issue and negatively impact the quality of life for the citizens which we all serve in this great 
nation. Thank you for your time and consideration with this critical issue. 
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Mr. SOUDER. Thank you very much for your testimony. Our 
clean-up witness today is Sheriff Jack Merritt of Green County, 
MO. He has worked with Congressman Blunt, who certainly has 
been a crusader in the house on methamphetamine and is a leader 
in the meth area, as well as many other narcotics areas, along with 
your talent. We thank you for coming today. We look forward to 
your testimony. 

STATEMENT OF JACK L. MERRITT, GREENE COUNTY, MO 

Mr. Merritt. Thank you very much. Chairman Souder, Mr. 
Cummings, and Ms. Watson. I certainly am honored, and I do 
thank you for the opportunity to appear before this panel to ex- 
press my concerns and what I believe are the concerns of many 
other agencies in the Midwest HIDTA with the current proposal to 
dramatically reduce the Federal support available to State and 
local enforcement. 

Probably my concerns have gone two-fold, after hearing the pre- 
vious panel express their plan or lack of plans in facilitating this. 
It is of deep concern, and more than when I arrived. 

State and local law enforcement depend on the Byrne Grant and 
HIDTA Program and other Federal Programs to help us control 
crime. I understand that budgets are tight at all levels of Govern- 
ment, but I tell you, we in middle America have been extremely de- 
pendent on the invaluable assistance that we have received from 
the Federal Government through these programs. Such drastic re- 
ductions will cripple the enforcement capabilities of sheriffs and 
others in law enforcement. 

Mr. Chairman, I represent Greene County, which is the home of 
Congressman Blunt. It is the third largest county in the State, and 
I am blessed to have many resources that are unavailable to many 
of my neighboring sheriffs. But even so, I depend on the assistance 
I receive from Byrne and HIDTA. My ability to work Drug Task 
Forces, fight crime, and protect my constituents, all of our constitu- 
ents, would be devastated if the proposed reductions were to be en- 
acted into law. 

Complicating matters, the efforts of this proposal would be even 
worse for the other counties in my State, and I am sure that all 
74 counties in the Midwest OUTDO would face similar adverse ef- 
fects from the proposed cuts. 

As you know, HIDTA funding as currently set by Congress, as 
has been mentioned here today, is at $228 million for fiscal year 
2005. This budget cut to $100 million, in the real world, effects of 
this drastic cut will mean that the current 28 HIDTA areas will be 
severely scaled back and, I believe, in many cases, eliminated. 

The elimination of HIDTA means that resources, cooperative 
agreements, active cases, and other critical drug control tools and 
techniques will cease to exist. That might be OK if the flow of 
drugs ceased, as well. However, we know that will not happen. As 
soon as enforcement stops, the drug dealers hit the streets with im- 
punity and pollute our neighborhoods with their evil. 

With or without the Federal support, law enforcement still faces 
continuing threats from drug dealers and drug cartels. In the Mid- 
west especially, we have a devastating methamphetamine problem. 
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One of our greatest assets in the HIDTA program is the collahora- 
tion we have with Federal and local agencies. 

My 36 years as a city policeman, highway patrolman and now as 
Sheriff of Greene County has taught me the only hope for contin- 
ued success in law enforcement is the cooperative spirit that is 
shared hy not only the working elements of those agencies, but also 
the administrators of those agencies. 

Midwest HIDTA brings this concept, not only into the entire 
State of Missouri, but to the 74 counties in six States. As a crimi- 
nal investigator for the Missouri State Highway Patrol, I have been 
involved in OCDETF cases, and certainly understand and appre- 
ciate the benefit of pursing cases in this program. But those cases 
resulted from investigations we made on the street, and then were 
pursued and prosecuted as OCDETF cases. 

The important fact here is that we need HIDTA to have the re- 
sources and the manpower to develop cases and then select those 
that meet the OCDETF criteria to further that investigation and 
prosecution. Without HIDTA, we lose that valuable asset that is so 
important to those of us that live and work in an area that is be- 
coming completely saturated with methamphetamine manufactur- 
ing and trafficking. 

That is to say that the first line of defense against illegal drugs 
is by having investigators continuing their investigations at a local 
level in a unified way as is currently done with our Federal Drug 
Task Force through the local Drug Enforcement Administration of- 
fice. 

This DTF goes beyond the investigation of our local meth cooks. 
One of the significant contributions is that of pursuing the drug 
interdiction cases that are made in the “drug pipeline” that crosses 
Missouri via Interstates 44 and 70. Certainly, many cases devel- 
oped through this process reach the realm of national and inter- 
national proportions and OCDETF criteria. 

Again, this is an enforcement concept that would be lost without 
our support from HIDTA. I believe that many U.S. attorneys in the 
Midwest, if you inquired of them, would express some of the same 
concerns that State and local law enforcement agencies have con- 
cerning these proposed cuts. I assume, from earlier testimony, they 
were not consulted, and did not have a part in this decision. 

I realize that DOJ may have a differing opinion of the necessity 
of the HIDTA program, but I do believe that if they would look at 
the success and benefit of Midwest HIDTA to Mid-America, it 
would affect their justification to reduce HIDTA funding and in- 
creasing that of OCDETF. 

I hate to repeat myself, but the loss of HIDTA funding would be 
devastating to Mid-America. I would also like to express my con- 
cerns with the loss of funding to the Byrne Grants as this, too, is 
something that local law enforcement agencies have become so de- 
pendent upon. 

In the recent past, we have seen new sheriffs coming into office 
that are trying to bring new technology and updated equipment 
into their departments, allowing them to provide a full-service po- 
lice agency to serve their constituents. Without the benefit of grant 
funds, many of us would not be able to do this. 
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In my situation, local resources alone cannot resolve these prob- 
lems. Every day, we confront pushers and meth cooks from our own 
communities that buy or steal massive quantities of pseudo-ephed- 
rine to distill into meth. 

Also, recently, across the Midwest, we have seen an increase of 
thefts from anhydrous ammonia tanks on farms. These “cooks” try 
to steal this fertilizer to make their poison. 

Compounding that situation, we also must confront international 
traffickers as drugs and precursor chemicals make their way from 
Mexico, traveling our highways across the Midwest to eventually 
poison our youth. 

As law enforcement leaders, we must find new and innovative 
ways of dealing with this growing problem. Moreover, meth is not 
our only challenge. Gateway drugs such as marijuana are prevalent 
among our teenagers. In fact, the problem is so widespread that 
OCDETF has engaged sheriffs and chiefs across the country to 
focus on them combatting marijuana use. 

How can we consider reducing the Federal support of HIDTA 
with all of this work left undone? It is my view, it is a national 
model that should be expanded and not cut back. 

Thank you all very much for your time. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Merritt follows:] 
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N&. Chairman and Members of die Committee, thank you for the opportunity to 
appear before this distinguished panel to repress my concerns, and what I believe are the 
conc^ns of many other agencies in the Mid-West HIDTA with the current proposal to 
dramatically reduce the fsderai support available to stale and local law enforcement. 

State and local law enforcement depend iqicm die Byme Grant, the HIDTA program and 
odier federal programs to help us control crime. I understand diat budgets are tight across 
all levels of government, but I can tell you that we in Middle America, have been 
extremely dependent on the invaluable assistance that we have received from the federal 
go’miunent through these programs. Such drastic reductiotis will cripple the 
enforcement capability of sheriffs and others in law enforcement. 

Mr. Chairman, I represent Greene County, Missouri which is the third largest 
county in the state and I am blessed to have many resources that are unavailable to many 
of my neighboring Sheriffs; but even so, I depend on the assistance I receive from Byme 
and HIDTA. My ability to work drug task forces, fight crime and protect my 
constituents—our constituents — would be devastated if the proposed reductions were to 
be enacted into law, Complicating matters, the effects of this proposal -would be even 
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wirse for the other counties in my smte and I am sure that all of the 74 counties in flie 
Mid-West HIDTA would face similar adverse affects ftom the proposed cuts. 

As you know, HIDTA funding is ciarently set by Congress at $228 million for 
Fiscal Year 2005. The President’s budget proposes cutting dxat figure down to $1 00 
million for FY 2006. The real world effect of this drastic cut will mean that the criirent 
28 HIDTA areas will be severely scaled back and in most cases, elimmated. Die 
elimination of a HIDTA means that resources, cooperative agreements, active c^es and 
other critical drug control tools and techniques will all cease to exist. That might be okay 
if the flow of dni^ ceased as well. However, we all know that will not h^pen. As soon 
as enforcement stops, the drug dealers hit die streets with impunity and pollute our 
neighboflioo(^ widi their evil. With or witiiout federal support, law enforcement still 
faces continuing threats from drug dealers and drug cartels. In the Mid- West, especially, 
we face a devastating methamphetamine problem. One of our great assets in the HIDTA 
Program is the collaboration we have with Federal and Local Agencies. My 36 years as a 
city policeman, hi^way patrolman and now as Sheriff of Greene County has taught me 
the only hope for continued success in law enforcement is the cooperative spirit that is 
shared by not only the working elements of those agencies, but also the administrators of 
those agCTtcies. Mid-West HIDTA brings this concept, not only to the entire state of 
Missouri, but to 74 counties in 6 states. As a crimind investigator for the Missouri State 
Highway Patrol I have been involved in OCDTEF cases and certainly understand and 
appreciate the benefit of pursuing cases in this progr^, but those cases resulted from 
investigations we made on the street and then wwe pursued and prosecuted as OCDTEF 
cases. The important fact here is that we need HIDTA to have the resources and the 



manpower to develop cases and then select those that meet the OCDlBF criteria to 
further that investigation and prosecution. Without HIDTA we loose that valuable asset 
that is so important to those of us that live and work in an area that is becoming 
completely saturated with methamphetamine manufacturing and trafficking. Ihal is to 
say that the first line of defense against illegal narcotics is by having investigators 
contmuing their inve^gations at a local level in a unified way as is cunently done with 
OUT Federal Drug Task Force through the local Drug Enforcement Administration office. 
This DTP goes beyond the investigation of our local meth cooks. One of the significant 
contributions is that of pursuing die drug interdiction cases that are macte in the “drug 
pipe line" that crosses Missouri via Interstate 44 and 70. Certainly many cases 
developed through this process reach the realm of national and international proportions 
and OCEDTF criteria. 

Again, this is an enforcement concept dmt would be lost without our support from 
HIDTA. I believe that many United States Attorneys in die mid-west, if you inquired of 
them, would express some of the same concerns state and local law enforcement agencies 
have concerning these proposed cuts. I reali^ that our neighbors on the east and west 
coast may have a differing opinion of die necessity of the HIDTA program, but I do 
believe that if they would look at the success and benefit of Mid- West HIDTA to Mid- 
America, it would affect their justification to reduce HIDTA funding and increasing that 
of OCDETF. I hate to repeat myself, but the loss of HIDTA funding would be 
devastating to Mid-America. I would like to touch briefly on my concerns with the loss of 
funding to Byrne Grants as this to, is something that local law enforcement agencies have 
become so dependent upon. In the recait past we have seen new Sheriffs coming into 



office tiial are trying to bru^ new technology and igxiated equipment into their 
Dep*taients, allowing them to provide a ftiU service police ag«icy to serve their 
constihients. Widtout the bemefit of grant funds many of us would not be able to do this. 
In my sdtu^on, local resources alone cannot resolve these problems. E^^aryday, we 
con&ont pushem and meth cooks from our own communities that buy or steal massive 
quantities of pseudo-ephedrine to distUl into meth. And recently, across the Mid- West, 
we’ve seen an increase of thefts from anhydrous ammonia tanks on &rms. These 
“cooks” fry to stral this fafrlizer to make frieir poison. Compoimding that situation, we 
also must confront international trafRck^ as drugs and precursor chemicals make their 
from Msxico, traveling our highways across the Mid-West to eventually poison our 
youdL As law enforcement leaders, we must find new and innovative ways of dealing 
with this growing problem. Moreover, mefri isn't our only challenge. Gatew^ drugs 
such as marijuana are prevalent among our teenager. In fact, the problem is so 
widespread that ONDCP has engaged sheriffs and chiefs across the country to focus them 
on combating marijuana use. How can we consider reducing the federal support of 
HIDTA with all of this work left undone? In my view, it is a national model that should 
be expanded, not cut back. 

Within the proposal to reduce HIDTA funding, there is a plan to move the 
HIDTA program from ONDCP to OCDTEF and the Justice Department, I have some 
experience with and great appreciation for OCDTEF. But this committee should 
understand frjat everyone of those cases began as local investigations and the leads and 
evidence were originally developed on the street. It was only after all the leads were 
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tracked down and all the investigations complete that they were then prosecuted as 
OCDTEF cases. 

I realize that there are differing opinions about die necessity of the HIDTA 
program. In its 15 year existence, HDDTA has grown a meager 5 programs with a 
$25 million annual budget to 28 HIDTA pro^azns with a much more substantial budget 
X believe this ^owdi is justified and should be sustained given the proven success and 
benefit of Mid- West HIDTA to Middle America, 

Along with HXDTA, the Byrne grant also helps local law enforcement protect our 
constituents. Like, HIDTA, local law enforcment agencies depend t^on tl^ Byrne 
program to supplement and enhance their amiabilities. Last year. Congress unified the 
Local Law Enforcement Block Grant and the Byrne Grant into a single Byrne Memorial 
Justice Assistance Grant or JAG grant. Funding was set at approximately S634 million. 
Individually, both programs had bcai funded at $500 million for a total of nearly a billion 
dollars in support of local law enforcement, The unification of the programs did 
streamline two closely related programs. However, combining these programs also cost 
local law enforcement nearly $400 million per year. In the recent past we have seen new 
Sh»ifis coming into office that are tryii^ to bring new technology and updated 
equipment into their departments, that would allow them to provide a full-service law 
enforcement agency to serve our constituents, but cannot do so. In many cases, these 
enhancements would not be possible if sheriffi had to rely solely upon local budgets. 
Without the b^fit of grant funds, many of us would not be able to upgrade even the 
routine functions of a law enforcement office. In my situation, through federal grants I 
was able to provide to my deputies much needed armored vests to protect them on the 



job, in-car cameras to help gather evidence against suspects and protect officers, and 
many other critical ifeim that we could never have afforded without the assistance of the 
JAG grant Some will tell you that these proposals are not really cuts, because similar 
sums of money are now available m other Departments for use on homeland security 
initiatives. Make no mistake, the total elimination of the Byrne Grant combined with 
otherpmposed cuts to the state and local assistance portion of the Justice bu^et means a 
nearly $1.2 billion hit to local law enforcement This is an untei^ble situation and one 
that could jeopardize the ability of law enfcucement to do its job with modem equipment, 
tools and techniques. 

Mr. Chairman, I understand the philosophical differences on whetiier crime 
control is a local government issue or a federal government issue. 1 would suggest that 
9/1 1 made tiiat question inelevant. The question is not one of dependency upon the 
federal government to iund local responsibilities, but instead the question is will the 
federal government help local agencies meet the dual and equally important Hcmanda of 
crime control and homeland security. 

Thank you Mr. Cbaiiman for the opportunity to be with you today and I am 
prepared to answer the committee’s questions. 
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Mr. SOUDER. Thank you for your testimony. This is a great 
panel. I want to ask a more general question, just to make sure, 
to reinforce something that I asked of the first panel. 

This is an extraordinary panel. Mr. Brooks is from California. 
You head the National Police Narcotics Association, and you have 
worked in California for many years. 

Mr. Carr is head of the HIDTA Association in the United States. 
Mr. Donahue heads the HIDTA in the speaker’s home district in 
one of our biggest cities in the United States. Commissioner Hamm 
is a direct front line person from one of the hardest hit cities in 
the United States, on the East Coast. 

Chief Harris is Vice Chair of the Southwest Border HIDTA, 
which everybody in Congress a^ees is the toughest area and 
where most of our drugs are coming across the southwest border. 
Phoenix stands right in the middle of the run in a very critical 
area. 

Mr. Henry has done a thorough job of surveying the speaker’s 
home State, in looking at both the Byrne and the HIDTA grants. 
Sheriff Merritt is our Majority Whip’s home sheriff in one of the 
meth hot zones in the Nation. Nobody disagrees that in Arizona, 
Arkansas, and Missouri, they are probably the hardest hit meth 
area in the United States. 

As head of these different associations, in even our leadership 
home districts, did any of you get consulted before this kind of 
bomb hit us? Maybe we can go in reverse; Sheriff Merritt? 

Mr. Merritt. No, sir, when I found out about it, it was when we 
were in a panic about it. It had reached that point where it was 
a very strong consideration that was going to happen, and I am on 
the State Board for HIDTA in Missouri. 

Mr. SoUDER. Mr. Henry. 

Mr. Henry. No, sir. 

Mr. SoUDER. Mr. Harris. 

Mr. Harris. No, sir. 

Mr. SoUDER. Commissioner Hamm. 

Mr. Hamm. I was not consulted. 

Mr. SouDER. Mr. Donahue. 

Mr. Donahue. No, sir, and I can also say that select members 
of OCDETF, the State and local office were not consulted. 

Mr. SouDER. Mr. Brooks. 

Mr. Brooks. Yes, we have checked with all of our member State 
associations. No one was consulted, to our knowledge. Not only 
that, when we learned, through leaks within OCDETF of these pro- 
posed cuts, I called Marc Wheat on your staff, Eric Akers on Sen- 
ator Grassley’s staff and others that we work with all the time, 
very concerned and learned that they were unaware of these pro- 
posed cuts. 

So not only as the President of a 60,000 member organization, 
but as a citizen, I am very concerned that they would take away 
a very effective law enforcement tool without talking to the people 
here in the Congress that help build that tool, and out on the 
streets where we apply the tool. 

Mr. SoUDER. We need to look at this, in trying to get lemonade 
out of a lemon, that as an opportunity to do some education, this 
is an opportunity to educate each Member of Congress, many of 
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whom have not visited the HIDTAs in their home area or exactly 
understand how the Byrne Grant works. 

They understand they see meth on the news, or they see dif- 
ferent challenges. But this is an opportunity to educate and to do 
surveys in your area and to get this in so that we can help do this, 
like Mr. Cummings said earlier. 

It does not do us any good to have a hearing. We have to figure 
out how to get the word out. But it is clear here that we have the 
talking at the grassroots. It is getting hack to Members. Mr. 
Cummings is hearing it. I raised it in our conference, and many 
Members are very concerned about getting blindsided about some- 
thing like this. This is an opportunity to educate with this. 

I am ideologically disturbed, as a Republican, that one of our phi- 
losophies has been to try to do more State and local cooperation, 
rather than nationalize everything. I just cannot believe we would 
destroy the program. On tinkering with it, I am going to ask a fol- 
lowup question. Maybe, Mr. Carr, you would be the best person. 

Could you describe this a little bit and for the record? In other 
words, we put a certain amount of funds into a HIDTA. But then 
State and locals make an investment. A number of you said in your 
testimony that people would have to pull out if you did not get 
some of the funds. You might participate financially, but not be 
able to send officers in. Chief Harris said directly in Phoenix that 
you have cut other areas, but you did not cut this area. 

But this is a tough decision in each of the department’s budgets. 
Even small amounts of leveraging could have a devastating impact. 
Also, Mr. Carr, and if anybody else wants to take this, what I 
raised and you have heard me raise it repeatedly, there is this 50/ 
50 question. How important is it when all of you at the local level 
make decisions to put dollars into a Task Force that you feel you 
have participatory and not domineered kind of input, especially 
given the fact that many of you raised concerns about OCDETF? 

I had a feeling that some of that might be that you felt it was 
more top down rather than shared. To some degree, he who pays 
the piper picks the tune. The question is, how much is local law 
enforcement putting in, what is the relationship, and if you put the 
dollars in but do not have any authority, how will you behave? 
Maybe we can start with Mr. Carr. 

Mr. Carr. Mr. Chairman, I would be glad to answer that. First 
of all, I used to sit on the OCDETF Board when I was the chief 
of narcotics for Mountain State Police. I stopped going to the meet- 
ings, not because I was dis-interested, but because I did not have 
a voice. I simply sat and listened to cases that they were reviewing. 

It is a paper pushing scheme, whereby they approve funding, and 
they fund officers to go out. They are already investigating. They 
approve funds to pay for their overtime allowance. 

I did not see that it was targeted, at least at that point; and 
many of the cases that I was hearing were cases that were brought 
to the panel by my narcotics officers. So they were my cases I was 
hearing reviewed at the Federal level for funding. 

But at the HIDTA, it is completely different. We are comprised 
of an Executive Board that determines the strategy, the funding 
levels, the focus, for the dollars to come in. It is a shared respon- 
sibility with the Federal, State, and local police. 



152 


Our HIDTA is a little bit unique, because we also have treatment 
and prevention folks that sit on our Board. Now they do not enter- 
tain or hear cases, but they determine the strategy, how much 
money, how many programs go to Baltimore versus D.C., versus 
northern Virginia. 

They make a constant effort to focus the dollars on where the 
problem is, as opposed to, and I think it was somewhat insinuated 
in the earlier testimony, of spreading it over nine regions or 
spreading it over an area. They focus the dollars where they need 
to be focused. 

State and locals, and I believe I brought it up in my testimony 
and others mentioned it here, as well, get a few HIDTA dollars in 
return for the commitment they make. 

Now as a HIDTA Director, I always like to say, my job is to take 
away all the excuses. By that, I mean, we use HIDTA funds to pro- 
vide you with allowance for cars, for State and locals. We pay for 
a limited amount of overtime. We pay for bi-money. We train offi- 
cers. By the way, our HIDTA trained 2,000 officers last year. Fed- 
eral, State, and local. So we do not just use the dollars for State 
and local officers. 

But by having this type of equality on our Board and focusing 
what we are doing, we have been able to generate very positive re- 
sults. We have built teamwork. Most of the decisions on our Execu- 
tive Board, and in fact, I cannot recall any that were not, are unan- 
imous decisions. That is how well it works together after 11 years. 

Now in the first couple of years, I can tell you, they were not 
unanimous decisions, and there was probably some headbutting. 
But now the people understand the strategy. They are comfortable. 
They have a voice. They get Federal, State, and local law enforce- 
ment, treatment, and prevention folks working together. 

If I recall, a few years ago, there was a movement to take treat- 
ment and prevention out of our HIDTA. The first people to stand 
up and shout to the mountains were the Chiefs of Police, who said, 
we cannot do this alone. We need treatment and prevention. 

So that is how well it works, and it is completely different than 
the dictatorial process that I have seen in OCDETF. 

Mr. SouDER. Yes, Mr. Donahue? 

Mr. Donahue. Yes, Mr. Chairman, regarding the State and local 
investment, this is the greatest thing for the Federal tax dollar 
that I have ever seen. 

In the Chicago HIDTA, there are approximately 70 Federal 
agents who are assigned to the Chicago HIDTA from all of the Fed- 
eral agencies. There are over 340 State and local police officers who 
work on regular basis with the HIDTA, not to mention the fact that 
they come from a body of over 16,000 State and local officers who 
interact with their own departments and HIDTA. This investment 
by the Federal Government is absolutely minimal for what they get 
in return. 

As far as OCDETF is concerned, OCDETF’s problem is that it is 
not a program that necessarily addresses the threat as it appears 
in the regions that we come from. OCDETF is a case specific sup- 
port organization that pays for overtime for State and local police 
officers. 
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The majority of the cases that come to OCDETF come from State 
and local police officers; and in Chicago, a good portion of those 
come from the HIDTA. The HIDTA, itself, is divided by eight State 
and local members on a Board, and eight Federal, thus giving them 
an even playing field; and thus, giving them something that they 
do not have in OCDETF, and that is a say in how those cases are 
managed and how they are prosecuted. 

Mr. SouDER. Mr. Hamm and then Mr. Brooks. 

Mr. Hamm. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much; I do not have 
any money in my city. What I do have are dedicated detectives who 
work very closely with HIDTA, to the tune of about 54. Now some 
people may say that may be an excessive amount. 

But for the bang for the buck that I am getting, it is well worth 
my while to have my men and women working in this capacity. Be- 
cause we are working drugs not only in Baltimore City, but in Bal- 
timore County and Hartford County and Montgomery County, and 
all that stuff is related. 

All these guys are related. It is related stuff. What is going on, 
most of the guys who are selling drugs in Baltimore City live in 
Baltimore County. They live in Baltimore County, so there is a con- 
nect there. I have made it my business that we are going to ad- 
dress violent crime in Baltimore City. 

Drugs drive about 60 percent of the violence in my town. So it 
is the best investment that I can have, on a local level, having the 
resources and the money we have. I want to thank Tom and his 
people for allowing us to participate. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Chairman, sometimes there is this perception, 
not by this committee, because you deal with these issues, but by 
many in the Congress and others that HIDTA and Byrne are some- 
how funding law enforcement officers, that it is an entitlement pro- 
gram, that it supplants; when in reality, the officers assigned to 
HIDTA, with very, very few exceptions, and almost exclusively with 
the Byrne Task Forces, those are officers paid for by their own 
agencies, out of their own pockets. 

I know, just on the California meth problem, we looked one time 
at the money we got from meth hot spots. Then we looked at how 
much money we spent from a State and local perspective. We got 
$3 million out of the meth hot spots grant. We spent $160 million 
of State and local money on meth enforcement. 

That, I think, is the experience across the board at HIDTA and 
Byrne; that agencies want to put their personnel there. The limited 
HIDTA dollars and the limited Byrne dollars give them the ability 
to have a facility to co-locate; maybe to help offset some vehicles 
or overtime or some communications or inter-operability issues. 

But those agencies are truly making the commitment by putting 
their people there, paying their overtime, paying their salaries and 
their benefit packages, taking those people out of other assign- 
ments and putting them in drug enforcement. So it is truly the best 
leverage of Federal dollars, anywhere in law enforcement. 

Mr. SoUDER. If Chief Harris and Sheriff Merritt could comment 
on this briefly, too; and if Mr. Henry does on the Byrne Grant, then 
I will yield. 

But what I am hearing here is that the funding is the kind of 
glue that helps pay the combined overhead, the phones, and so on. 
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But the actual objects that are being glued together are your dol- 
lars. If we take the glue away and it falls apart and they have no 
plan, how do you have these Task Forces? 

Mr. Harris. Yes, Mr. Chairman, that is absolutely correct. The 
HIDTA Center that we have, that has over 300 people assigned to 
it, we have those people in there. But the HIDTA funds are what 
pays for the facility, to keep that place up and running; all the 
things that you talked about, whether it is cars, etc. 

We do appreciate OCDETF’s current cooperations with working 
with the agencies that when we apply for OCDETF funding for a 
target that they approve of, that we receiving overtime funding to 
cover the overtime of the officers that are actually conducting the 
investigation. 

But what everyone is saying here is absolutely correct. Without 
that funding that holds everything together, we cannot afford to 
continue the operation and to put all of those bodies into these 
Task Forces in these programs with no return on that. 

As was stated earlier, we are 130 miles or so from the border 
with Mexico. If you look at where all of the drugs are coming from. 
South America through Mexico, they are coming into Arizona and 
the Southwest Border for distribution all over the rest of the coun- 
try. 

When we target these people, it is great to say only target Fed- 
eral bad guys. The local bad guys are the Federal bad guys, espe- 
cially in our case, where we are tying violent crimes, homicides, 
coyotes smuggling humans across the border, drugs, home inva- 
sions, murders; it is all tied together. Those targets develop into 
the Federal targets. 

But to take all of that local input out and say it has to be a Fed- 
eral or a national target before you can get any funding, it is just 
not going to work. 

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Henry. 

Mr. Henry. I have a couple of things. In Illinois, the local Drug 
Task Forces, really are dealing with the issues of local concern. 
They all have policy boards. Everyone who gives an officer money 
has an equal vote. They really look at what is going on within the 
community, and they attack those local drug dealers. The local 
drug dealer that is on your corner, the Drug Task Force is the one 
that takes them out. 

The drug dealers dealing in the area, they are the ones that do 
that. We also have a network with these 20 Drug Task Forces in 
Illinois where the bad guys, the drug dealers, they do not know ju- 
risdictional boundaries. They deal dope anywhere and everywhere 
they can sell it. 

So now we have a network of law enforcement personnel special- 
ized in narcotics that can work with each other, communicate, work 
investigations together on a local level, attack the problems that 
really deal with quality of life issues. We are very efficient and ef- 
fective in what we do. 

That money is the glue that brings it all together. The locals in 
the State are putting their own resources into it, but that extra 
money is what brings it all together. 

If that money goes away, some of these units are going to dis- 
band. They will become smaller. There will not be that connection. 
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There will be pieces of the puzzle that are missing, and there will 
not be that ability to inter-connect with each other and be as effi- 
cient and as effective as we are right now. 

Mr. SOUDER. Sheriff Merritt, maybe you could also say what your 
HIDTA is; a newer HIDTA, formed a lot because of the meth issue. 
How has it changed with the HIDTA, and maybe you can talk 
about that connection? 

Mr. Merritt. Well, just the resources to deal with the disposing 
of the chemicals and everything. The State of Missouri, I think, 
had about 3,000 labs last year, and a good deal of those in our 
county, there. It was a few-lOO in our county. So it is an extremely 
critical thing. 

Now I think of the problems that are related in these others 
agencies, much larger agencies, and I think maybe we have it pret- 
ty lucky. But proportionately, with what we have to spend, with 
the manpower, the resources we have, I contribute two officers to 
a Drug Task Force other than the HIDTA and the DEA Task 
Force. Without the Byrne Grants, that would not exist. Without the 
HIDTA money, my participation in the DEA Drug Task Force 
would not exist. 

I see these people sit down once a month around a table about 
this size. Every agency is represented. They know what is going on. 
They refer to the deconfliction. They sit there and talk about it. We 
share offices, and that type of thing. 

This brings agencies together that might not otherwise be to- 
gether. If they are together in the drug enforcement, when a drug- 
related homicide happens, they are together on that. It brings our 
agencies as one. 

You can watch them working an investigation of a case of any 
type, and it is hard to tell who belongs to who, for us as Adminis- 
trators. That is as it should be, because they are working as one. 
It is a tremendous asset, and well worth what goes into it for our 
area, for just that collaboration between agencies, because you do 
not always have that every place. So it is tremendous to see that. 

Without this funding, we are pretty well sunk on that. I know 
our meth labs are not going to go away and, as Mr. Cummings re- 
ferred to earlier, that they are going to know it. You know, I have 
a 500 bed jail. I would say a very conservative estimate of 80 to 
85 percent of my inmates are meth-related. 

The tentacles go from the cost of that, beyond the investigations, 
beyond what it takes to get them to jail, with the meth mouth. 
Their teeth are falling out. I have to have extra dental. The medi- 
cal cost of mine, I spent over $1 million last year on medical costs 
for the jail there. I provide a counseling program to try to do some- 
thing about it. 

If I can just touch on one thing. I had a group from the Fellow- 
ship of Christian Athletes touring the other night that I took them 
through personally. As we were in the visitation area, there was 
a beautiful little 18 month old, and a 2-year old girl with blonde 
curly hair, with her face against the glass, looking down the hall 
to see her daddy come and visit her. 

This culture is taking over. If we do anything to take away from 
the effectiveness of enforcement, that little girl is going to be com- 
ing down the hall with her little girl looking for her. 
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Mr. SouDER. I am just overwhelmed. I am so baffled that we 
worked so long to get cooperation, and then in one short, we are 
busted. I just do not understand. Mr. Cummings. 

Mr. Cummings. I only have a few questions. First of all, I want 
to thank you all. Since I have been on this subcommittee, which 
has been about 9 years, this is one of the best presentations I have 
heard. 

But I wanted to be very careful here, because I always try to fig- 
ure out what would somebody listening to us have to argue against 
what you have said. Let me tell you what they would say, and then 
I want you to address this. 

The reason why I am doing this is because I think it is important 
that you know how the folk think around here. On Capitol Hill, we 
deal with a lot of turf situations. Maybe these folks just want to 
hold on to their turf. They have it already carved out, and they do 
not want anything disrupting what they are doing. 

I know that is how folks think. I wish that the folks who testified 
before could have heard this. I wish they had heard. I was trying 
to speak for you all, by the way, when I was addressing my ques- 
tions to them, because I had a pretty good idea of what you would 
say. 

But one of the things, I guess, that has really hit me is that from 
listening to what you all are saying, OCDETF is not a real law en- 
forcement kind of entity. I mean, in other words, it is out there 
really fighting crime, but maybe managing some dollars and things 
like that. 

It is not that they are not important. But on the other hand, 
when you all deal with the HIDTA’s and you deal with ONDCP, 
you feel a lot more comfortable. Is that a fair statement; yes, sir? 

Mr. Donahue. OCDETF is an important part of this, but it is not 
the part that has to do with the active every day law enforcement. 
OCDETF is a prosecution support system. 

The reason that OCDETF is important to the HIDTAs is because 
it takes the cases into the realm of Federal conspiracies. When you 
get into the realm of Federal conspiracies, you have a huge ham- 
mer over the drug dealer. 

Mr. Cummings. Right. 

Mr. Donahue. As far as the turf is concerned, I am not trying 
to keep my turf. I am trying to increase it. 

In 1992, there were 2,200 heroine overdoes in the city of Chicago. 
In the year 2,000, there were 12,254. Where was the Federal Gov- 
ernment during that 8 year period? It is the HIDTA that has ad- 
dressed the heroine problem in the city of Chicago. 

Now Chicago is not unique, as major cities go, but they do have 
a problem that most major cities do not have. We have 65 active 
gangs in the city of Chicago, of which there are 65,000 members. 
They handle 98 percent of the distribution of the drugs in our city 
and in our region. 

Now maybe we are hurting ourselves by calling these people 
members of street gangs, because there are organized crime. This 
is not the Jets and the Sharks from West Side Story. These are 
hardened, organized criminal gangs. So I do not want to keep my 
turf I want to double it or triple it, and I need these Federal dol- 
lars to do that. 



157 


Mr. Cummings. Well, you gave the answer that I was hoping for. 
I hope the President is listening to what you are saying, Mr. Carr. 

Mr. Carr. I just want to add that I did not want to malign 
OCDETF. 

Mr. Cummings. And I do not want you to. I guess what I am try- 
ing to get to is your basic concerns. Because actually, what we are 
being asked to do is make a major shift. So if you are doing this 
major shift, like the chairman said, you ought to have at least some 
evidence to show that you are going to do something that is better 
and much more effective and efficient, as you said. 

Mr. Carr. I think we are all perplexed by this. We had no warn- 
ing. It seems to me the administration is pushing, as the chairman 
mentioned. They are Federalizing this problem, when it is not to- 
tally a Federal problem. It is a State and local problem, as well. 

It seems to me that they are abandoning the domestic drug en- 
forcement that we have now in this country, and that we worked 
so hard to do; and that is, as you have pointed out, to create this 
partnership between Federal, State, and local. 

You brought up an interesting word, “turfism.” Let me turn it a 
different way. The turfism I think of, are the turfisms of the gangs 
like MS-13, and the turfisms of the drug dealers that are operating 
in Baltimore, Washington, DC, and northern Virginia, that I am 
very much aware of, and the conflict that is going on between 
them. 

So, yes, we want to reduce turfism, because it is reducing vio- 
lence, reducing drug trafficking and the like. I think the Commis- 
sioner can comment on that; thank you. 

Mr. Hamm. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Cummings, I do not care about 
turf I care about what works. What we do now works. That is all 
I care about. We have a systematic way, and systematic tactics of 
taking violent, drug-dealing people off the street, and it works. So 
I do not care about turf I care about what works, and I have 
talked about some of the results already. If you check the testi- 
mony, you will see. That is my concern; not turf, results. 

Mr. SouDER. Mr. Brooks. 

Mr. Brooks. Relative to those, the one thing that most people, 
I think, fail to understand is that more than 90 percent of the 
OCDETF budget just pays for Federal employees. It pays for FTEs 
for the FBI, the U.S. attorney’s office, the marshalls, and others. 

There is a misconception that there is an OCDETF Task Force 
out there somewhere. But really, there are just nine regions with 
coordinators that sit around a table, and they decide what cases 
they will fund for prosecution. But there are no, like, HIDTA Task 
Forces, or Byrne Task Forces. There is no brick and mortar build- 
ing where law enforcement officers area co-located and where they 
go out and work investigations. 

OCDETF is owned by the U.S. attorney’s office. If HIDTA goes 
to OCDETF, it will be just another Federal program without the 
kind of partnership and ownership that local law enforcement has 
built with the HIDTA. So that is my concern; that OCDETF does 
not even know what it is we really do, because they do not run 
Drug Task Forces. They have not been in the multi -jurisdictional 
enforcement business, like we have. 
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So Byrne and HIDTA are absolutely critical to keep those State, 
Federal, and local law enforcement officers at the table. They asked 
me, and I got interviewed on this issue on NPR radio. They said, 
what is the single most important aspect of HIDTA. 

I said, the most important aspect of HIDTA, and it is with 
Byrne, as well, is that today we have a ton of disparate agencies 
that would have never been at the table talking before Federal, 
State, and local that would never shared information; would not 
have deconflicted their cases; would not have shared their re- 
sources. 

We have them all now jumping up saying, no, no, let me help you 
with that. I have a couple of extra cars that I could give you. We 
could use our radios. We could kick some more money into that 
case. Those people are all now at the table, sharing information, 
embracing one and other’s organizational cultures, working to- 
gether willingly, because we brought them together, using the in- 
centive of Federal money. 

Mr. Cummings. Well, you just hit on where I was trying to go 
to. I am not a police officer. But I would assume that there is some- 
what of a brotherhood and sisterhood going on there. 

I am just wondering, you were just talking about people coming 
together. I am just guessing, if I am on the Federal level and I am 
fighting drugs, and I am on the State or local level, and I have an 
opportunity to work, and we are all working toward the same 
thing, are relationships established there? You do not even see it 
in the paperwork. You just know that folks get to know each other, 
and they talk about the intuition of police officers. 

It is amazing this situation up in Chicago. I do not listen to the 
news very carefully, but I do know some officers apparently 
stopped the guy. I do not know whether it was intuition or not. 

But my point is, I guess there is something that happens, too, 
that you cannot even put a monetary value on it. You may not even 
be able to adequately describe it. When folks come together who 
have a common mission, no matter what agency they are in, be- 
cause they know that they all are in the same boat, trying to deal 
with the same kind of thing. 

Is that very significant here with regard to HIDTA? Yes, sir; you 
have not spoken yet. 

Mr. Merritt. Yes, sir, as I mentioned earlier, we watch our peo- 
ple work. They work as one. You do not know who is a Federal 
agent, and who is county, and who is city police. 

You know, there are certain philosophical differences on whether 
crime control is a local Government or a Federal Government issue, 
and I think that September 11th took that out. It is irrelevant now. 

The question is not of dependency upon the Federal Government 
to fund local responsihilities. But it is, will the Federal Government 
help local agencies meet the demands of crime control and Home- 
land Security? Because truly, as I believe you mentioned in the 
first panel, this internal terrorism gnaws at us, and there is prob- 
ably no greater threat to our society than drugs. 

Mr. Cummings. Yes, sir? 

Mr. Donahue. I am going to date myself with this. But back in 
1972, I was assigned to probably the first Federal Drug Task Force 
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in this country. It was in 50 cities across the country, and it put 
State and locals together for the first time. 

You talked about the relationships that develop amongst people 
who worked together. After 33 years, I have friends from that Task 
Force. As a result of my experience on that Task Force, I was able 
to work cases as a narcotics investigator when I was sent back to 
the Police Department; because after 14 months, the Federal Gov- 
ernment turned that Task Force out. 

What we had built up was gone, except for the relationships that 
stayed between the officers and agents who were in that program. 

It withered and it died, and Congress had to come back again, 
16 years later, to do the same thing. The result of that is HIDTA. 
So the answer to your question is yes, the relationships become 
institionalized, and that is what makes the investigations better. 

Mr. Cummings. I have just one last thing. I have often said that 
the people who are on the front line are the best witnesses. In 
other words, you all know how you are affected. So I would just 
suggest that you will let your Congress people know, and I am sure 
you are already doing this. This is important stuff. 

Because I do not think there is one single Congressman that 
wants to be in a situation where they believe they are doing some- 
thing, and I do not think the President wants to be in this situa- 
tion, by the way, doing something that actually goes counter. 

Because in listening to you all, it seems to be a concern that you 
might go backward. I do not want 16 years to back the other way, 
because in the midst of that 16 years, a lot of people are going to 
die, a lot of problems are going to happen, and there is going to 
be a lot of pain. 

But the other thing that, I guess, I want you to talk about, and 
maybe one of two of you are can talk about it, you mentioned the 
term “deconfiiction.” 

Just for our purposes, would you all tell us what is the signifi- 
cance of deconfiiction, just if you do not mind? Keep in mind, there 
are people on C-SPAN watching this, too, and that is a term that 
they would like to know. 

Mr. Carr. I also work at the University of Maryland, as you 
know, and deconfiiction is not a real word. But as a university, you 
can make up words, so we did. But I think the word explains what 
it is. 

In other words, there are two types of conflicts that we are very 
much concerned about. One is when police agencies are conducting 
high risk operations at the same place or around the same place 
in time, and they do not know it; where you are confronting good 
guy and good guy. I have had a gun pulled on me by another police 
officer years ago in a raid like that. It is not a pleasant feeling. 

So that is one of the ways we deal with it, in that we have police 
agencies call our intelligence centers. They let us know when they 
are going to do an operation. 

Because we are in D.C., several years ago, Mrs. Clinton was 
Christmas shopping. She was taken to a mall in this area where 
we were doing it by bus, so I am told. As a result of that, the Se- 
cret Service deconfiicts with us in our center now. So those things 
can be very real. 
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The other type of deconflicting involves cases where I am work- 
ing a target and you are working a target, and it is the same tar- 
get, and we do not realize that. 

Early on in our HIDTA, we had two of our initiatives not do a 
case deconfliction. I turned out, one of them was selling drugs to 
the other in an undercover operation. The only way they found out 
was that they were from the same Police Department, and they 
happened to meet and say, what are you doing here; and the other 
one said, well, I am selling drugs. The other says, I am buying 
drugs. [Laughter.] 

So those are real incidents. That is the officers’ safety, their re- 
source incidents, and those are the two types of deconfliction. 

Mr. Cummings. Well, that is a good example. Thank you very 
much. I think that, you know, I would imagine that those people 
who might be the salespersons of drugs that may be listening to 
all of this, probably the last thing they want is to see you all con- 
tinue to do what you have been doing, deconflicting and deal all 
these other things. 

I would imagine that they would just love to know that they can 
do certain things and, like you said. Commissioner Hamm, they 
have no boundaries. 

By the way, Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Hamm was talking 
about Baltimore City and Baltimore County. Baltimore City is sur- 
rounded by Baltimore County, like a doughnut, like we are right 
in the middle. So, therefore, we have all these salespersons living 
outside, but right in the middle is where they do their dirt. 

So I guess that communication thing is so very, very important. 
Again, I want to thank all of you for your testimony; I really do. 
I hope that when you get back to the men and women who put 
their lives on the line every day, I hope that you will let them know 
that we want to do everything in our power to support them. 
Again, we thank you very much. 

Mr. SouDER. Thank you. Ms. Watson. 

Ms. Watson. I sincerely want to thank the Chair for bringing 
this panel together, as well. I am amazed that those of you who are 
on the front line were not consulted. I also understand that the 
word went out to cut the budget. 

But to cut it in such highly sensitive areas of law enforcement 
is the wrong cut to make. We are facing, in this country, an over- 
whelming threat of terrorism, and our terrorism is coming from the 
streets and the drugs that somehow get into the hands of our youth 
and our violent criminals. 

I do not know how they come here. They are smuggled in be- 
cause we lack the personnel to be able to detect. We lack the intel- 
ligence to know how they are bringing it in. We woke up 1 day in 
the seventies, and I was telling everybody and I was on the school 
board then, oh, the community does not deal with crack cocaine. 
They cannot afford it. All of a sudden, everyone was selling the 
packages for $20, those plastic packages, including mothers on wel- 
fare. 

So I have been on it ever since then, and we still have not 
cracked it. So if you were not contacted that there was a proposed 
cut and reorganization, then Mr. Chairman and Members, I think 
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we ought to turn this down and we ought to send the message 
right now that we will not accept this change. 

Right in the middle of success, and I am sorry the other panel 
is not here, because they did express in front of all of you that they 
had not seen positive results. That is because they had not talked 
to you. You know, they had not asked you to give them all of your 
records that you collect in a year’s time or 6 months’ time. I can 
see why they would say that, because the communication has bro- 
ken down; yes, sir? 

Mr. Carr. If you will allow me, real quickly, I just wanted to 
comment on that. When the PART survey was done originally in 
2004, the folks from 0MB did not get the outcomes and outputs 
from the HIDTA program. They got budget summaries and anec- 
dotal information to look at. 

So they did not even give them the information that would allow 
them to say whether or not we were successful. That is what really 
started the process of us developing our own performance manage- 
ment system. 

Ms. Watson. I would imagine that these decisions were made in 
a little room, you know, amongst themselves, without reaching out 
to you. I would say to defund you and reorganize you would cause 
what you have been doing to fail, and would probably jeopardize 
a lot of people out there who have been undercover. You would 
have to pull them out and then they show up in another outfit, a 
uniform or something, and they get marked. 

I mean, I know how that game is played in my city. So I want 
to thank all of you, you came here and do not be afraid to speak 
out, stand strong, support your programs’ continuation and the 
funding. We will work with you, I hope, here in the House and cer- 
tainly in the Senate to see that your funding continues. 

Because we have an overwhelming task, all of us do, to get after 
this scourge in our streets. To stop you while you are doing that 
does not make sense. It is not going to save money. It is going to 
create expenditures in other areas. We are going to have to pay 
more for hospitalization and for survivors of people who have been 
killed on the street and incarceration and so on. 

So I want to just end it by saying I am behind your program and 
these funds 100 percent. Leave the program as it is. Make cuts in 
other areas, but not in this crime-stopping component. 

The Justice Department, if they came and made the statements 
that they did and those statements, they believe, are true, then I 
know they have not been in communication with you. I mean, you 
did not have to tell us that. Because they would not have made 
those statements. 

If they had gotten out into your regions and observed what was 
going on, and reviewed what was going on, then they would have 
to argue against the kind of changes that you propose. 

So with that, Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you. It has been 
an afternoon well spent. I have to rush to catch my plane to go 
back to the streets of Los Angeles, and watch my drug dealers, you 
know, dealing on the streets. I mean, I see it, because I am on 
those streets every day, and they do it with impunity. So thank you 
very much, and I thank all of you for your contributions this after- 
noon. 
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Mr. SOUDER. Thank you, Congresswoman Watson; for those who 
say we cannot do things in a bipartisan way, when we fight drug 
dealers and we fight narcotics, we need to fight in a bipartisan 
way. We did not ask who was Republican or Democrat. Up here, 
it would have been tough to figure out who was and who was not. 

Ms. Watson. We need policymakers. 

Mr. SouDER. Yes, we need to tackle this. We would appreciate 
if you could communicate back to your grassroots people. They are 
putting their life on the line to try to keep the rest of America safe. 
We very much appreciate that, because it is a few people who then 
addict other people, spread this through. 

It gets into their families and their kids. It puts people at harm 
when they are shopping. They cannot walk at night on the street. 
There is a fear to travel or move around that leads to the housing 
decline, education in school declines. At least drug and alcohol 
abuse is the enabler that creates much of this problem. 

So we thank you very much for your efforts. We need to look at 
this. If we speak out united, and if we can educate the public more 
on what is happening, one of the problems in narcotics that people 
get very frustrated, because it seems like it does not go away. It 
is just like child abuse, just like spouse abuse. It is just like many 
other things. It just seems like you work at it and you work at it. 
But the second you back off, it gets worse. 

This is an opportunity to educate, to educate Congress and to 
educate the general public, and say, basically, to the administra- 
tion: Look, this is working. We do not know why you did this. But 
send a clear message from the grassroots level in the Congress: we 
will do a good job of testing the wind and react real fast, and make 
sure that we send a message, which is a lesson, not only for this 
year; but this is a program that works, and we ought to be looking 
at how to make it more effective; how to spread it. 

Yes, if there are things like drug courts that need to be added, 
then propose adding that. But do not wreck another program in 
order to try to address another kind of problem. 

This has been a terrific panel. Thank you for all the time that 
you have spent. We appreciate you coming to Washington and 
being part of this, and we will make sure that the word gets out, 
and will you please help get it out to your own individual members 
and back home. 

Because this is a big decision, a key crossroads, that could affect, 
again, because we have done this before. As Mr. Donahue said, in 
narcotics, sometimes we tackle it. If we start to have success, we 
give it up and we have to do it all over again. 

Now we finally have an integrated system that is probably the 
most integrated, helping us to work with the Homeland Security 
agencies that we are seeing internationally. We are better able to 
track. We are not just going to arrest people on the street. We are 
going to be able to get to the systems. 

But if you cannot turn witnesses, if you cannot follow it through, 
hey, the whole system falls apart. What good does it do to go down 
and eradicate cocaine in Columbia, and try to intercept it, if we 
cannot also work it back the other direction? 

Ultimately, it is the ones on the street who are killing the people, 
and you have to stop them. Because, in effect, if we fail in the 
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eradication, if we fail in the interdiction, if we fail at the border, 
then it is in your towns. 

We cannot abandon the towns, just because we have not been 
able to stop it; back in Colombia, or Afghanistan, or elsewhere. So 
thank you very much for your willingness to participate. With that, 
the subcommittee stands adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 6:25 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.] 

[Additional information submitted for the hearing record follows:] 
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March 10, 2005 


The Honorable Mark Souder 
Chairman 

House Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, 

Drug Policy and Human Resources 
House Committee on Government Reform 
B-373 B Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 1 5 

Dear Chairman Souder: 

As you begin to conduct hearings on the FY2006 budget mid its potential impact 
on drug control and law enforcement, the National Association of Counties wishes to go 
on record in opposition to several of the Administration’s proposed cutbacks and 
eliminations in state and local justice programs. This includes the elimination of the 
Edward Byrne Justice Assistance Grant (JAG) Program (which consolidated the Byrne 
and Local Law Enforcement Block Grant Program); the elimination of the State Criminal 
Alien Assistance Program (SCAAP); the elimination of the Juvenile Accountability 
Block Grant (JABG) program and major cutbacks in juvenile justice and delinquency 
prevention programs. 

In addition, the U.S. Department of Justice Methamphetamine Enforcement and 
Cleanup program was cut by $34 million. 

The proposed elimination of the recently enacted JAG program was perhaps the 
most surprising of all the cuts, since it was recently developed by the Administration as a 
systematic "good government" approach to crime. A major purpose of JAG is to 
comprehensively address crime through broad funding categories that address the entire 
justice system and linked to related health and social services. 

Under the JAG, funds can be spent on; 

• Law enforcement prog^’ams; 

• Prosecution and court programs; 

• Prevention and education pro^^s; 

• Corrections and community corrections programs; 

• Drug treatment programs, and 

• Planning, evaluation and technology improvement programs. 

440 First Street, NW 
Washington. DC 20001-2080 
202/393-6226 
Fax 202/393-2630 
www.naco.org 
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Virtually all aspects of drug and alcohol abuse can be addressed by the JAG 
program and yet the program is targeted for elimination. 

Finally, in FY06 the Administration is proposing a $160 million cutback in the 
juvenile Justice and delinquency prevention programs. The budget request includes a $45 
million cut in the Title V primary prevention grants and the total elimination of the JABG 
program. 

A controversial report issued by the Office of Management and Budget (0MB) 
was used to justify the elimination of the JABG Program. The 0MB report found that 
JABG was “ineffective” even though 0MB conducted no field visits or meetings with 
state or local officials. 0MB also ignored the findings of a major study commissioned by 
the National Institute of Justice that had favorably reviewed the program. 

Mr. Chairman, these cutbacks and eliminations make no sense. We urge 
Congress to set its own priorities and to reject these eliminations and cutbacks. 

Sincerely, 

Larry E. Naake 

Executive Director 
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UJS. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney Genera! 


Washington. D.C. 20530 


April 26. 2005 


The Honorable Mark Souder 
Chairman 

Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy 
and Human Resources 
Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Enclosed please find responses to questions posed to Ms. Catherine O’Neil, 
Director of the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force and Associate Deputy 
Attorney General, following Ms. O’Neil’s appearance before the Subcommittee on March 
10, 2005. The subject of the hearing was “FY 2006 Drug Control Budget and the Byme 
Grant, HIDTA, and Other Law Enforcement Programs: Are We Jeopardizing Federal, 
State, and Local Cooperation?” 

We hope that this information is helpful and we look forward to discussing this 
further with you. My office has been in contact with Committee staff to discuss this 
matter further. We hope to get the opportunity to discuss this matter in the near future. 
Please do not hesitate to call upon us if we may be of additional assistance in connection 
with this or any other matter. 


Sincerely, 

William E. Moschella 
Assistant Attorney General 


Enclosure 

cc: The Honorable Elijah Cummings 
Ranking Minority Member 
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE, DRUG POLICY 
AND HUMAN RESOURCES 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

MARCH 10, 2005 


QUESTIONS FOR THE WRITTEN RECORD FOR MS. CATHY O’NEIL, 
DIRECTOR, ORGANIZED CRIME DRUG ENFORCEMENT TASK FORCE 


1 , You testified that no one at the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force 

(OCDETF) had yet determined which individual HIDTAs were underperforming or 
otherwise should be eliminated or have their budgets reduced. 

a. Has OCDETF now made such a determination as to which HIDTAs should be 
reduced or eliminated to allow the $128 million budget cut proposed by the 
Administration? If so, please provide the Subcommittee with the results of that 
determination. 

No. The Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) has been monitoring 
the performance of the individual HIDTAs, and the Department intends to consult 
with ONDCP throughout the transition process. The Department currently has no 
plans to eliminate any HIDTAs during the first year, but rather intends to provide 
funding to all existing HIDTAs at a level that permits the HIDTA program to 
operate at the $100 million funding level. In particular, the Department plans to 
set aside a portion of the $100 million to support the intelligence centers and other 
vital infrastructure of each of the HIDTAs. If feasible, some intelligence 
functions may be consolidated to reduce overhead and administrative costs. The 
remaining funds will be available to all HIDTAs, on a competitive basis, to 
support specific initiatives that align with the priorities of the Department’s drug 
strategy. 

b. If OCDETF has still not made the determination, when will it do so, and when 
will that information be provided to Congress? 

Once the HIDTA Program has made its transition to the Department of Justice, 
the Department will continuously monitor the performance of the existing 
HIDTAs to determine whether funding levels should be modified. 

c. How did (or how will) the Administration make the determination? What set of 
performance or other measures were (or will be) used, and who specifically 



168 


made (or will make) the determination? 

The Department, in conjunction with ONDCP, made the decision to seek to 
maintain the core functions of the existing HIDTAs — particularly the intelligence 
sharing and deconfliction capacities of the HIDTAs — as a means to preserve the 
most valuable elements of the HIDTA Program. In the future, the HIDTAs will 
be measured in key performance areas, which will be driven by the overall 
mission of the program. We expect that the HIDTA Executive Boards will 
certainly have a role, working with OCDETF and the Department, in developing 
the performance criteria that will be used to assess HIDTA performance going 
forward, 

2. At the hearing, you declined to state which HIDTA program guidelines or practices 

should be changed, or which should be kept the same. 

a. Has OCDETF now made such a determination? 

Yes. The Administration believes that HIDTA funding must be flexible, so that 
the program managers have the ability to establish program priorities to assess 
performance of each individual HDDTA and to allocate resources to those 
HIDTAs that are most effectively meeting the goals fo the program. Accordingly, 
the practice of automatically providing funding for each individual HIDTA at 
prior year levels must be eliminated. 

b. If OCDETF has still not made that determination, when will it do so, and when 
will that information be provided to Congress? 

OCDETF and the Department will continue to review other polices and guidelines 
of the HIDTA Program to determine whether other changes are needed and will 
consult with the Congress as those decisions are made. 

c. How did (or how will) the Administration make that determination? What set 
of performance or other measures were (or will be) used, and who specifically 
made (or will make) that determination? 

OCDETF will implement any new policy decisions for HIDTA in much the same 
way it does for OCDETF. OCDETF will take direction from Department 
leadership, which in turn is guided by the Administration and ONDCP. OCDETF 
also will consult with field level managers on proposed policy changes. It is 
impossible to specify particular performance measures that will be relied upon in 
making such decisions, as the recommendation for a particular policy change will 
be driven by the specific issue that has arisen and has drawn attention to the need 
for a policy change. 
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J. How would you describe the purpose and goals of the OCDETF program? Are they 
similar to or different from those of the HIDTA program? 

The OCDETF Program is founded upon the principle that sophisticated drug trafficking 
networks must be attacked broadly and by using all of the statutory authorities and 
expertise available to drug law enforcement. The Program, therefore, brings together the 
resources and expertise of the primary federal drug law enforcement agencies (DEA, FBI, 
IRS, ICE, ATF, USMS and USCG), as well as prosecutors and state, local and foreign 
counterparts, and unites them in single mission to disrupt and dismantle the most 
significant drug organizations operating regionally, nationally and internationally, and the 
financial systems that support them. In this way OCDETF directly supports goals of the 
national drug control strategy - that is, to reduce the drug supply. 

The HIDTA Program was created to foster coordination among state and local law 
enforcement, working with federal counterparts, to attack significant regional drug threats 
that, in turn, impact the national drug market. 

HIDTA and OCDETF are similar in that both are multi-agency task forces that seek to 
reduce the threat of drug trafficking in this county. Both strive to use intelligence to drive 
enforcement efforts, and both, if successful, will identify and ultimately penetrate major 
national and international supply organizations. OCDETF, however, is now squarely 
focused on those organizations that operate nationwide and even internationally, while 
HIDTA addresses organizations that pose a more regional threat. The goals of the two 
programs complement one another, and both programs are vital if law enforcement is to 
attack the entire spectrum of drug crime and thereby, effectively eliminate the threat 
posed by drug trafficking. 

4. No PART review has apparently been conducted on the OCDETF program yet. When 
will such a review take place, and when will the results be published? 

OCDETF is scheduled for a PART review in FY 2006, as part of the preparation of the 
President’s Budget for FY 2008. The results presumably will be made available at the 
conclusion of that review. 

5. Do you believe that OCDETF will provide better management of the HIDTA program 
than ONDCP? If so, what is the factual basis for that belief? How will OCDETF 
manage the program differently from ONDCP? 

Yes, OCDETF, like HIDTA, is an enforcement-oriented program. It makes sense that 
both programs should reside within the entity of the Government that is primarily 
responsible for drug enforcement. Even though other Departments play critical roles in 
the overall drug enforcement effort, it is the Department of Justice that sets federal drug 
enforcement priorities and goals. The Department of Justice directly oversees the primary 
drug agency, DEA. Additionally, through its supervision of the United States Attorneys, 
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the Department of Justice determines which drug cases ultimately will be prosecuted 
federally and which cases will be handled in partnership with state and local law 
enforcement. The Department of Justice is responsible for establishing a drug 
enforcement strategy that best furthers the policy goals of the National Drug Strategy. As 
such, the Department is in the best position to assess how its various drug enforcement 
resources can be used to achieve the overall objectives of that strategy. 

Additionally, the Department can most effectively determine the priorities for both the 
OCDETF Program and for the HIDTA Program to ensure that they are working in ways 
that complement each other but, at the same time, do not unnecessarily duplicate effort. 

The Department, by managing both programs, can ensure that each program has a distinct 
mission, aimed at achieving specific objectives within the Department’s overall strategy. 
In 2006, for example, the Department will seek to continue its emphasis on major supply 
organizations, including CPOTs and RPOTs. The OCDETF Program will continue to 
spearhead this effort. At the same time, the Department recognizes the need to address 
other regional drug threats, including, for example, the growing threat posed by 
methamphetamine production and distribution. By having simultaneous oversight over 
the HIDTA Program, the Department will be able to direct HIDTA resources to address 
this and other significant regional threats. 

The OCDETF Program has an existing executive office that reports directly through its 
Director to the Deputy Attorney General. Using this existing office - with the addition of 
five financial positions - would be an effective means to administer HIDTA funding and 
would ensure that the HIDTA Program receives appropriate leadership oversight. Using 
OCDETF also would minimize the new administrative personnel needed to absorb and 
manage the HIDTA Program within the Department. OCDETF would draw upon its 
recent experience in successfully enhancing accountability and improving performance 
within its program. OCDETF would not seek to impose its field-level structure onto the 
HIDTA Program, however. While OCDETF would leverage its field-level resources to 
facilitate the management of HIDTA, OCDETF recognizes that the missions of the two 
programs will differ and, hence, that their administrative composition may differ. 
OCDETF would seek to maintain strong state and local involvement in HIDTA 
management at the field level, to the extent that such involvement is a key to the success 
of the HIDTA Program. 
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U.S. Department of Justice 

Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General 


Washington. D.C. 20530 


July 27, 2005 


The Honorable Mark Souder 
Chairman 

Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, and Human Resources 
Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Enclosed are responses to questions arising out of the appearance of Acting Assistant 
Attorney General Tracy Henke before the Subcommittee on March 10, 2005, concerning the 
fiscal year 2006 Federal drug budget and Federal, State, and local cooperation. We hope that this 
information is useful to you. 

Please do not hesitate to call upon us if we may be of additional assistance. The Office of 
Management and Budget has advised us that from the perspective of the Administration’s 
program, there is no objection to submission of this letter. 

Sincerely, 

William E. Moschella 
Assistant Attorney General 


Enclosure 

cc: The Honorable Elijah Cummings 

Ranking Minority Member 
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COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE, DRUG POLICY AND HUMAN 

RESOURCES 

“FY 2006 Drug Control Budget and the Byrne Grant, HIDTA and other law 
enforcement programs: Are we jeopardizing federal, state and local cooperation?” 

MARCH 10, 2005 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS FOR THE WRITTEN RECORD FOR MS. TRACY 
HENKE, ACTING ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL; OFFICE OF JUSTICE 
PROGRAMS, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

1. Your written testimony made no mention of the Edward Byrne Memorial 
Justice Assistance Grants (“the Byrne Grants”) to the states, which the 
Administration proposes to eliminate. We have several questions related to 
this proposal. 

a. Why did the Administration propose to eliminate all funding for the 
Byrne Grants? 

In order to focus departmental resources on counterterrorism, which is and 
must be the Department of Justice’s (DOJ) overriding priority, the 
Administration was required to make difficult choices in this budget proposal, 
and thus chose to eliminate funding for the Byrne Justice Assistance Grant 
program (JAG). 

JAG should be looked at in the context of government-wide funding proposed 
for state and local governments, as well as other grant assistance proposed for 
state and local governments, as contained in the DOJ FY 2006 request. In 
particular, the Administration is committed to providing funding to state and 
local entities for terrorism preparedness programs (primarily through the 
Department of Homeland Security) by maintaining over $3.5 billion in 
funding for these programs in FY 2006, the same level proposed in the FY 
2005 budget request. DOJ’s budget request includes over $1.5 billion in other 
grant assistance to state and locals, including $90.3 million for the Office of 
Justice Programs’ (OJP) counterterrorism efforts. As outlined in my 
testimony, the DOJ budget also includes: $185.3 million to strengthen 
communities through programs providing services such as drug treatment; 
$335 million to combat violence, including enhancements to Project Safe 
Neighborhoods; $235.2 million for law enforcement technology, including 
funding to continue and further develop the Administration’s DNA initiative; 
and $92.5 million to support drug enforcement, including funding to continue 
and expand the Southwest Border Drug Prosecution Program. 
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b. Has the Administration conducted a Program Assessment Rating Tool 
(PART) or other review of the Byrne Grants? If not, what is the 
factual basis for the Administration’s decision to propose terminating 
the program? 

In the 2005 appropriations, the Congress has already replaced the Byrne 
Formula Grant and the Local Law Enforcement Grant programs with a 
Byrne Justice Assistance Grant (JAG) program, which combines features 
of the two. This Byrne program will undergo a PART review in 2005. 

As reflected in the response to the previous question, the proposal to 
eliminate JAG funding was among the difficult choices made to ensure 
that sufficient funding is available for counterterrorism and to reduce the 
overall budget deficit. In addition, an assessment of current resources 
available to state and local jurisdictions for law enforcement purposes 
found the following: 

. Jurisdictions will be awarded $495.5 million in JAG funding for 
FY 05, This funding is in addition to over $720 million in prior 
year Byrne Formula grant allocations that states have committed 
but not yet drawn down for their use. Combining these two 
funding sources results in over $1 .2 billion that is currently 
available to state and local law enforcement. 

• The FY 05 funding level for JAG represents less than one percent 
of the total direct criminal justice expenditures made by state and 
local governments, 

• Over $2 billion is available to state and local law enforcement for 
counter-terrorism purposes through the Department of Homeland 
Security. 

c. Has the Administration conducted any study or analysis of what the 
impact of terminating the Byrne Grants will be on drug enforcement 
activities in areas that receive Byrne Grants funding? 

No specific study has been done relative to the overall impact on drug 
enforcement activities. However, as you may know, JAG and its 
predecessor programs (Byrne Formula and LLEBG) are not designed 
exclusively for funding drug enforcement activities, but are available for 
state and local jurisdictions for myriad uses, many that are not drug- 
related. For example, Byrne’s 29 purpose areas allowed funding, at local 
discretion, for general law enforcement purposes, including funding for 
multi-jurisdictional drug and gang task forces, crime prevention and 
domestic violence programs, courts, corrections, drug treatment, and 


2 



174 


justice technology initiatives. LLEBG was available to pay for police 
overtime, school security, etc. JAG itself allows funding for all purposes 
previously allowable under Byme' Formula and LLEBG. 

Elimination of JAG funding does not leave state and local areas without 
resources to combat illegal drug use. In addition to funding from the Drug 
Enforcement Administration (DEA), the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, 
Firearms, and Explosives (ATF), and the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
(FBI), the Department’s FY 2006 budget proposal for OJP includes an 
investment of $92.5 million in programs to support drug enforcement. An 
additional $18.8 million is proposed for the Southwest Border Drug 
Prosecution Program, for a total of $48.4 million to continue this initiative 
in California, Texas, Arizona, and New Mexico. To help 24 states plan or 
implement prescription drug monitoring programs, the Harold Rogers 
Prescription Drug Monitoring Program request is $5 million, while $20 
million is requested for the cleanup of methamphetamine labs. In 
addition, the request for the Cannabis Eradication Program is $19.1 
million, a $7.5 million increase. 

Other OJP programs also support drug enforcement activities, such as the 
Regional Information Sharing System (RISS) Program, which improves 
local law enforcement’s ability to target, investigate, and prosecute crime, 
as well as the ability to share information with member local, state, 
federal, and tribal law enforcement agencies. RISS nodes, which are the 
access points for information, continue to grow and now include 16 High 
Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas, 17 state agency systems, and 12 federal 
systems. 

Other federal agencies also provide invaluable support in the fight against 
substance abuse. The Administration has requested $100 million for the 
High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) Program, currently 
administered by the Office of National Drag Control Policy. HIDTA 
creates partnerships between federal, state and local law enforcement 
agencies to promote a coordinated, intelligence driven response to regional 
drug trafficking problems. In addition, the Department of Homeland 
Security, through U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement and U.S. 
Customs and Border Protection, helps stop drug trafficking across our 
nation’s borders. 

2. During your oral testimony, you stated that one of the reasons why the 
Administration did not support funding the Byrne Grants was that the 
grants could be used for too many purposes. Which such purposes does the 
Administration believe are inappropriate? 

The Byrne Formula Program - a predecessor program, along with LLEBG - to 
the current JAG grants, had grown over the years to include 29 allowable purpose 
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areas. LLEBG had seven purpose areas. JAG itself allows funding for all 
purposes previously allowable under Byrne Formula and LLEBG. The 
Department has no objection to any of these statutorily defined purpose areas. 

Our concern, as I testified, is that the large number of purpose areas, which allow 
funds to be spent on a wide array of programs, make it very difficult to identify 
outcome measures that can provide an accurate picture of program effectiveness, 

3. Does the Administration believe that the Department of Justice receives too 
little data from grantees concerning the use of Byrne Grant funds? If so, 
what additional data does the Administration believe should be required of 
grantees? 

Currently, OJP collects financial and programmatic information from grantees, as 
required and stipulated in all grant award documents. Specific performance 
measure information is included in each solicitation and is required with each 
semi-annual progress report. However, specific performance information on each 
sub-award recipient from the primary funding recipient is currently not collected. 

With the development of the JAG program for FY05, improved performance 
measures will be developed and better data will be collected from all grantees. 
This will permit a truer assessment of the impact of funding and program efforts 
on all activities, especially those related to drug control and enforcement, which 
are of particular concern to this subcommittee. While these performance 
measures are still being finalized, possible measures might include the number of 
methamphetamine labs seized or the number of ex-offenders graduating from 
drug courts. 

Much of this new performance-based information will be captured by OJP’s Web- 
based Grants Management System, which will help eliminate unevetmess in the 
quality and quantity of information reported by grantees, and yet not overburden 
them with onerous reporting requirements 

4. The Administration has aiso proposed eliminating all but $20 million of the 
“Meth Hot Spots” grant funding, administered by the Community Oriented 
Policing Services (COPS) office. We have several questions related to this 
proposal 

a. Why did the Administration propose to reduce funding to only $20 
million? 

The $20 million requested for this program is consistent with the level 
requested in previous Administration budgets. Also, it should be noted 
that, historically, the program has consisted almost entirely of earmarked 
projects. For example, the entire FY 2005 appropriation for the 
Methamphetamine “Hot Spots” program provided approximately $51.8 
million; all of it earmarked for specific projects. It has been the 
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Administration’s policy not to request such previously earmarked projects 
within its budget request. 

DOJ, in coordination with the OfBce of National Drug Control Policy and 
other domestic and international law enforcement agencies, will continue 
to work together to fight the manufacturing, trafficking, and use of 
methamphetamine, and will continue to support state and local law 
enforcement in combating this dangerous drug. In addition to initiatives 
being carried out by other departmental components, OJP and COPS 
specifically will support efforts to combat the manufacturing, trafficking, 
and use of methamphetamine through the following activities: 

. Providing training and technical assistance to Methamphetamine 
Task Force Commanders - tripling the number of training 
courses in FY 2005, and bringing the number of task force 
commanders trained through FY 2004 to 4,183. 

. Supporting the continued cleanup of methamphetamine sites. 


• Supporting the Regional Information Sharing System to provide 
secure communications capabilities and other support for 
undercover operations. 

While we will continue to provide funding for lab cleanup, more resources 
have been requested to focus on the prevention and treatment aspects of 
methamphetamine abuse. These activities include: increased funding for 
Drug Courts, which have been shown to be effective in dealing with 
methamphetamine addicts; increased funding for the Residential 
Substance Abuse Treatment program (RSAT), which provides intensive 
substance abuse treatment to ensure that offenders are clean and sober 
when they are released from institutions; and increased funding for 
prisoner reentry so that released offenders receive support services that 
will help prevent further methamphetamine abuse. 


b. Has the Administration conducted a Program Assessment Rating Tool 
(PART) or other review of these grants? If not, what is the factual 
basis for the Administration’s decision to propose reducing the 
program’s budget? 

The COPS Methamphetamine “Hot Spots” Initiative has not been 
evaluated through a PART study. 

As stated above, the $20 million funding level requested for this program 
in FY 2006 is consistent with the level requested in previous 
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Administration budgets. Also, it should be noted that, historically, the 
program has consisted almost entirely of earmarked projects. It has been 
the Administration’s policy not to request such projects within its budget 
request. 

c. Has the Administration conducted any study or analysis of what the 
impact of reducing the funding will be on drug enforcement activities 
in the areas that receive these grants? 

No specific analysis has been conducted on the impact of reducing funds 
for the Methamphetamine “Hot Spots” Initiative. However, the 
Departrrtent remains steadfast in its commitment to addressing the 
methamphetamine epidemic faced by communities across our nation. We 
will continue to support efforts to combat the manufacturing, trafficking, 
and use of methamphetamines by providing training and technical 
assistance to Methamphetamine Task Force Commanders, supporting the 
cleanup of methamphetamine lab sites, and supporting RISS, which 
provides secure communications capabilities and other support for 
undercover drug operations. 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OFNAHONAI, DRUG CONTROL POLICY 
Washington. D.C. 20503 


July 21, 2005 


The Honorable Mark E. Souder 
Chairman 

Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, 
Drug Policy and Human Resources 
Committee on Government Reform 
U.S, House of Representatives 
Rayburn House Office Building B-377 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Chairman Souder: 


Thank you for the opportunity to testify on behalf of the Administration at your subcommittee’s 
March 1 0, 2005 hearing entitled “FY 2006 Drug Control Budget and the Byrne Grant, HIDTA, 
and other law enforcement programs: Are we jeopardizing federal, state and local cooperation?” 
Please find enclosed answers to your questions for the written record. I hope they prove to be 
helpful in the work of the subcommittee. 

Thank you again for your dedication on the issue of drug control. 1 appreciate your valuable 
insights and perspectives. If I may be of further assistance, please contact me directly at (202) 
395-4694 or have your staff contact the Office of Legislative Affairs staff at (202) 395-6602. 


Respectfully, 

C. Horton 
Associate Deputy Director 
State and Local Affairs 
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COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE, DRUG POLICY AND HUMAN 

RESOURCES 

“FY 2006 Drug Control Budget and the Byrne Grant, HIDTA and other law enforcement 
programs: Are we jeopardizing federal, state and local cooperation?” 

MARCH 10, 2005 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS FOR THE WRITTEN RECORD FOR MR. JOHN C. 
HORTON, ASSOCIATE DEPUTY DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF STATE AND LOCAL 
AFFAIRS, OFFICE OF NATIONAL DRUG CONTROL POLICY 

1. In your written testimony, you cited the program’s “significant growth since its inception 
in the late 1980s” as one of the principal reasons underlying the Administration’s decision 
to reduce the overall High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas (HIDTA) program budget 
from $228 million to $100 million. We therefore asked you several questions about how the 
Administration plans to cut back on that “growth.” However, you testified that the Office 
of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) had not yet determined which individual 
HIDTAs were underperforming or otherwise should be eliminated or have their budgets 
reduced. 

a. Has ONDCP now made such a determination as to which HIDTAs should be reduced or 
eliminated to allow the $128 million budget cut proposed by the Administration? If so, 
please provide the Subcommittee with the results of that determination. 

Answer: A plan for the HIDTA program to operate within the funding level proposed is being 
developed by DOJ and ONDCP, There are currently no plans to eliminate any HIDTAs during 
FY 2006. 

b. If ONDCP has still not made that determination, when will it do so, and when will that 
information be provided to Congress? 

Answer: Once the HIDTA Program has made its transition to the Department of Justice, the 
Department will monitor the performance of the existing HIDTAs to determine whether funding 
levels should be modified. That information will be provided to Congress after those decisions 
are made. 

c. How did (or how will) the Administration make that determination? What set of 
performance or other measures were (or will be) used, and who specifically made (or will 
make) the determination? 

Answer; Decisions regarding support to HIDTAs will be made based on the best intelligence 
and threat information available, as well as performance. Upon transfer of the program, the 
Department of Justice will be principally responsible for decisions regarding HIDTA, in 
coordination with ONDCP. 
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2. Please provide the Subcommittee with the most recent version of the ‘Program Policy 
and Budget Guidance” for the HIDTA program, or with whatever set of guidelines that 
replaced the Program Policy and Budget Guidelines since 2001. Please also provide the 
Subcommittee with the most current set of performance measures established by ONDCP 
for the HIDTA program. 

Answer: Please see attached. 

3. At the hearing, you declined to state which HIDTA program guidelines or practices 
should be changed, or which should be kept the same. 

a. Has ONDCP now made such a determination? 

Answer: No. OCDETF and the Department of Justice will review polices and guidelines of the 
HIDTA Program to determine whether other changes are needed. 

b. If ONDCP has still not made that determination, when will it do so, and when will that 
information be provided to Congress? 

Answer: OCDETF and the Department of Justice will continue to review polices and guidelines 
of the HIDTA Program to determine whether other changes are needed. Such determinations will 
be made by the Department of Justice, in coordination with ONDCP, prior to the transfer of the 
program to DOJ. The information will be provided to Congress soon thereafter. 

c. How did (or how will) the Administration make that determination? What set of 
performance or other measures were (or will be) used, and who specifically made (or will 
make) the determination? 

Answer: Decisions regarding HIDTA program management will be made following a review of 
program capabilities by DOJ. Upon transfer of the program, the Department of Justice will be 
principally responsible for decisions regarding HIDTA, in coordination with ONDCP. 

OCDETF will implement any new policy decisions for HIDTA in much the same way it does for 
OCDETF. OCDETF will take direction from Department leadership, which in turn is guided by 
the Administration, including ONDCP. OCDETF also will consult with field level managers on 
proposed policy changes. 

4. You testified that one of the reasons for the proposed reduction in funding for the 
HIDTA program was its Performance Assessment Rating Tool (PART) Review, which gave 
the HIDTA a “resuits not demonstrated score.” Since this review is the only specific 
performance-based evidence cited by the Administration to support its proposals for the 
HIDTA program, we have several questions about it. (A copy of the PART review is 
attached for your reference.) 
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a. Section 1.1 of the PART review asserted that the purpose of the HIDTA program was 
“unclear”. In support, the reviewers stated that while the “first five HIDTAs, designated in 
1990, met then, and still meet, the statutory criteria,” the same could not necessarily be said 
for the 23 other HIDTAs designated since then. Please identify which HIDTAs do not meet 
the statutory criteria, and why they do not. 

Answer: The OMB PART review for this question stated that “While it is undeniable that there 
is some level of drug problem in all areas designated as HIDTAs, the sheer magnitude of this 
expansion raises questions about whether the drug trafficking in all of these areas meets the 
intent of the statute as enacted,” The PART review did not definitively state that any one 
HIDTA does not meet the statutory requirement. 

b. Sections 2.5 and 4.5 of the PART review resulted in reduced scores for the HIDTA 
program because, in the words of the reviewers, “There has not been an independent 
evaluation of the HIDTA program.” Why was no such independent evaluation conducted? 
Does the Administration plan to conduct such an evaluation? 

Answer: It was decided to put discussions of an evaluation of the HIDTA program on hold until 
the Performance Management Process was fully implemented and the structure and results of 
that system factored into any evaluation plan. Due to the proposed transfer of the program, 
future decisions regarding an evaluation of the program would be undertaken by the Department 
of Justice, 

c. Why did the Administration propose to cut and move the HIDTA program before 
conducting such an evaluation? 

Answer: The decisions to reduce funding for the HIDTA program and to move it to the Justice 
Department were driven by two distinct concerns. With respect to the location of the HIDTA 
program, the Administration believes that the best place for drug enforcement programs like 
HIDTA is at the Department of Justice. Locating the program at Justice would enable Justice’s 
law enforcement officials to target the drug trade in a manner that is complementary of the 
Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF) program, will preserve the 
program’s praiseworthy elements, such as fostering coordination among State and local law 
enforcement, and allow the program to establish more comprehensive strategies and allocate 
resources more effectively across drug enforcement programs. 

With respect to the proposed funding level for the program, the decision to reduce the HIDTA 
budget was made in the context of the President’s strong commitment to accountability and fiscal 
responsibility. This commitment, coupled with other priorities such as winning the War on 
Terror and protecting the homeland, requires the Administration to reduce the level of non- 
security related discretionary spending. 

d. Sections 2.6, 3.1, 3.2, 3.C04, 4.1, and 4.2 ail resulted in reduced scores for the HIDTA 
program because ONDCP had apparently only recently established a performance 
measurement system for the program, and thus did not yet have complete performance 
data to give the PART reviewers. Why did ONDCP take so long to establish that system? 
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Why did the Administration propose cutting and moving the program before that system 
could generate performance measurement data that would allow for a complete 
performance review? 

Answer: As you know, performance measures for law enforcement and enforcement-related 
programs have been difficult to establish. Performance measures for the HIDTA program are 
particularly difficult because, unlike direct federal programs like those in DBA and FBI, ONDCP 
does not exercise operational control over the HIDTA-funded task forces. Instead, ONDCP’s 
influence on the achievement of HIDTA performance goals is accomplished by oversight such as 
establishing performance targets, conducting rigorous reviews, and applying program guidelines 
consistently. 

Prior to the PART review, ONDCP attempted to establish performance measures for the HIDTA 
program. In May 2003, ONDCP convened a group of HIDTA Directors and tasked them with 
developing a performance measurement system that would: measure the performance both of 
individual HIDTAs and the national HIDTA program; accommodate the diversity of HIDTAs; 
reflect what HIDTA task forces actually do; and produce credible, straightforward, and easily 
understood results without imposing significant reporting on the HIDTAs. This group met 
several times in 2003 and finalized the Performance Management Process (PMP) in early 2004. 
Subsequently, each of the 28 HIDTAs was trained on the system during the remainder of that 
year. 

e. Section 4.4 asserted that there are “[n]o similar programs to HIDTA — in other words 
(based on the question presented in Section 4.4 of the PART review) that there are no 
“programs with similar purposes and goals.” Does this mean the Administration believes 
that there are no programs that have purposes or goals similar to those of the HIDTA 
program? Does this mean that OCDETF, which also funds joint federal, state, and local 
drug enforcement activity, does not have similar purposes or goals? Does this mean that 
OCDETF, which also funds some joint federal, state, and local drug enforcement activity, 
does not have similar purposes or goals? Does this mean that agencies like the Drug 
Enforcement Administration or Immigration and Customs Enforcement, which investigate 
drug trafficking activity and seek to disrupt such activity, do not have purposes or goals 
similar to those of HIDTA? If not, how are the purposes and goals of OCDETF, DEA, and 
ICE different from those of the HIDTA program? 

Answer: There are several programs and agencies which have the same, or similar, goals and 
objectives as the HIDTA program. Specifically, the DEA, OCDETF, and Immigration and 
Customs Enforcement exist either primarily, or in part, to disrupt the domestic market for illicit 
drugs. The objective of the HIDTA program is the same. However, the means of accomplishing 
this objective - in other words, the specific purposes and goals of the HIDTA program ~ are 
somewhat unique in that HIDTA co-locates and supports integrated Federal, State and local drug 
enforcement initiatives in targeted regions, while giving Federal agencies shared responsibility 
for designing and carrying out these enforcement activities with State and local law enforcement. 
Having said that, the Administration believes that the characteristics of the HIDTA program 
complements other anti-drug programs and entities - specifically those at the Department of 
Justice - toward a more effective and efficient disruption of the domestic market for illicit drugs. 
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f. No PART review has apparently been conducted on the OCDETF program yet. When 
will such a review take place, and when will the results be published? 

Answer: The OCDETF program is scheduled to be reviewed for the FY 2008 budget process, 
and the results of that review will be available when that budget is released. 

g. Does the Administration believe that OCDETF will provide better management of the 
HIDTA program? If so, what is the factual basis for that belief, since no PART review has 
yet been conducted on OCDETF to determine how well OCDETF is managing itself and 
meeting its own performance goals? 

Answer: Yes. OCDETF has undertaken a number of successful management initiatives in the 
past two years to refocus the program, establish performance criteria, and improve overall 
program accountability. A number of these initiatives were discussed in Ms. O'Neil's written 
statement. 

5. Your written testimony made no mention of the Edward Byrne Memorial Justice 
Assistance Grants (the “Byrne Grants”) to the states, which the Administration proposes to 
eliminate. We have several questions related to this proposal. 

a. Why did the Administration propose to eliminate all funding for the Byrne Grants? 

Answer: In order to focus departmental resources on counterterrorism, which is and must be the 
Department of Justice’s (DOJ) overriding priority, the Administration was required to make 
difficult choices in this budget proposal, and thus chose to eliminate funding for the Byrne 
Justice Assistance Grant program (JAG). 

JAG should be looked at in the context of government-wide funding proposed for state and local 
governments, as well as other grant assistance proposed for state and local governments, as 
contained in the DOJ FY 2006 request. In particular, the Administration is committed to 
providing funding to state and local entities for terrorism preparedness programs (primarily 
through the Department of Homeland Security) by maintaining over $3.5 billion in funding for 
these programs in FY 2006, the same level proposed in the FY 2005 budget request. DOJ’s 
budget request includes over $1.5 billion in other grant assistance to state and locals, including 
$90.3 million for the Office of Justice Programs’ (OJP) counterterrorism efforts. As outlined in 
my testimony, the DOJ budget also includes: $185.3 million to strengthen communities through 
programs providing services such as drug treatment; $335 million to combat violence, including 
enhancements to Project Safe Neighborhoods; $235.2 million for law enforcement technology, 
including funding to continue and further develop the Administration’s DNA initiative; and 
$92.5 million to support drug enforcement, including funding to continue and expand the 
Southwest Border Drug Prosecution Program. 
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b. Has the Administration conducted a PART or other review of the Byrne Grants? If no, 
what is the factual basis for the Administration’s decision to propose terminating the 
program? 

Answer: In the 2005 appropriations, the Congress has already replaced the Byrne Formula Grant 
and the Local Law Enforcement Grant programs with a Byrne Justice Assistance Grant (JAG) 
program, which combines features of the two. This Byrne program will undergo a PART review 
in 2005. 

As reflected in the response to the previous question, the proposal to eliminate JAG funding was 
among the difficult choices made to ensure that sufficient funding is available for 
counterterrorism and to reduce the overall budget deficit. In addition, an assessment of current 
resources available to state and local jurisdictions for law enforcement purposes found the 
following: 

• Jurisdictions will be awarded $495.5 million in JAG funding for FY 05. This funding is 
in addition to over $720 million in prior year Byrne Formula grant allocations that states 
have committed but not yet drawn down for their use. Combining these two funding 
sources results in over $1.2 billion that is currently available to state and local law 
enforcement. 

• The FY 05 funding level for JAG represents less than one percent of the total direct 
criminal justice expenditures made by stale and local governments. 

• Over $2 billion is available to state and local law enforcement for counter-terrorism 
purposes through the Department of Homeland Security. 

c. Has the Administration conducted any study or analysis of what the impact of 
terminating the Byrne Grants will be on drug enforcement activities in areas that receive 
Byrne Grants funding? 

Answer: No specific study has been done relative to the overall impact on drug enforcement 
activities. However, as you may know, JAG and its predecessor programs (Byrne Formula and 
LLEBG) are not designed exclusively for funding drug enforcement activities, but are available 
for state and local jurisdictions for myriad uses, many that are not drug-related. For example, 
Byrne’s 29 purpose areas allowed funding, at local discretion, for general law enforcement 
purposes, including funding for multi-jurisdictional drug and gang task forces, crime prevention 
and domestic violence programs, courts, corrections, drug treatment, and justice technology 
initiatives. LLEBG was available to pay for police overtime, school security, etc. JAG itself 
allows funding for all purposes previously allowable under Byrne Formula and LLEBG. 

Elimination of JAG funding does not leave state and local areas without resources to combat 
illegal drug use. In addition to funding from the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA), the 
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and Explosives (ATF), and the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation (FBI), the Department’s FY 2006 budget proposal for OJP includes an investment 
of $92.5 million in programs to support drug enforcement. An additional $18.8 million is 



185 


proposed for the Southwest Border Drug Prosecution Program, for a total of $48.4 million to 
continue this initiative in California, Texas, Arizona, and New Mexico. To help 24 states plan or 
implement prescription drug monitoring programs, the Harold Rogers Prescription Drug 
Monitoring Program request is $5 million, while $20 million is requested for the cleanup of 
methamphetamine labs. In addition, the request for the Cannabis Eradication Program is $ 1 9. 1 
million, a $7.5 million increase. 

Other OJP programs also support drug enforcement activities, such as the Regional Information 
Sharing System (RISS) Program, which improves local law enforcement’s ability to target, 
investigate, and prosecute crime, as well as the ability to share infonnation with member local, 
state, federal, and tribal law enforcement agencies. RISS nodes, which are the access points for 
information, continue to grow and now include 16 High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas, 17 
state agency systems, and 12 federal systems. 

Other federal agencies also provide invaluable support in the fight against substance abuse. The 
Administration has requested $100 million for the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area 
(HIDTA) Program, currently administered by the Office of National Drug Control Policy. 
HIDTA creates partnerships between federal, state and local law enforcement agencies to 
promote a coordinated, intelligence driven response to regional drug trafficking problems. In 
addition, the Department of Homeland Security, through U.S. Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement and U.S. Customs and Border Protection, helps stop drug trafficking across our 
nation’s borders. 
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Section II. AUTHORITY AND PURPOSE 
2.01 Authority 

High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas (HIDTAs) are regions designated by the Director 
of the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) that have critical drug trafficking 
problems that adversely impact the United States. The Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 (P. 
L. 100-690), and the ONDCP Reauthorization Act of 1998 (P.L. 105-277) authorizes the 
Director of ONDCP, upon consultation with the Attorney General, Secretary of the 
Treasury, heads of national drug control agencies, and the Governor of each applicable 
state, to designate any specified area of the United States as a high intensity drug 
trafficking area. 

In considering whether to designate an area under this section as a high intensity drug 
trafficking area, the Director of ONDCP shall consider, in addition to such other criteria 
as the Director of ONDCP considers to be appropriate, — 

( 1 ) the extent to which the area is a center of illegal drug production, 
manufacturing, importation, or distribution; 

(2) the extent to which state and local law enforcement agencies have 
committed resources to respond to the drug trafficking problem in the area, 
thereby indicating a determination to respond aggressively to the problem; 

(3) the extent to which drug-related activities in the area are having a harmful 
impact in other areas of the country; and 

(4) the extent to which a significant increase in allocation of federal resources 
is necessary to respond adequately to drug-related activities in the area. 


2.02 Purpose 

The following is a directive of the Executive Office of the President, ONDCP’s National HIDTA 
Program. This document provides program and budget policy and guidance for HIDTAs. The 
Director of ONDCP is the sole authority for amending this document. 

This policy supercedes previous program guidance and policies. The exception is the 
Southwest Border Organization Plan, which was instituted September 2000, and remains 
in effect. This policy and all of its provisions shall be in effect from the date of publication 
until revised or amended. 

It will be the responsibility of each HIDTA Executive Board and HIDTA Director to ensure that 
the funding and resource recipients within the HIDTA have knowledge and understanding of all 
directives, policies, procedures, and rules and regulations contained in this document. 
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For additional information, please contact the ONDCP National HIDTA Program Office 
(NHPO): (202) 395-6603; Fax: (202) 395-6841. 


Edward H. Jurith September 27, 200 1 

Acting Director 

Office of National Drug Control Policy 
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Section III. PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

The HIDTA Program provides assistance to federal, state, and local agencies in accordance with the 
goals and objectives contained in the President’s National Drug Control Strategy (NDCS). 

The HIDTA Program predominantly addresses the improvement of the ability of HIDTAs to 
counter drug trafficking. HIDTAs are joint efforts of regional federal, state, and local law 
enforcement agencies whose leaders work together to assess regional drug threats, design 
strategies to combat the threats, and develop initiatives to implement the strategies. HIDTAs: 

• Coordinate and enhance federal, state, and local drug law enforcement efforts; 

• Foster a strategy-driven, systems approach to integrate and synchronize efforts; and 

• Focus on outcomes. 

The mission of the HIDTA Program is to enhance and facilitate the coordination of America’s drug- 
control efforts among federal, state, and local law enforcement agencies in order to eliminate or 
reduce drug trafficking and its harmful consequences in critical regions of the United States. The 
mission includes coordination efforts to reduce the production, manufacturing, distribution, 
transportation, and chronic use of illegal drugs, as well as the attendant money laundering of drug 
proceeds. 

The HIDTAs strengthen America’s drug control efforts by forging partnerships among federal, state, 
and local law enforcement agencies to facilitate information/intelligence sharing, cooperative 
investigations, and joint operations related to reducing drug trafficking. The HIDTA Program 
functions as a coordination umbrella for federal, state, and local law enforcement agencies in 
designated areas to combine resources and efforts in order to reduce drug trafficking and 
distribution. 

With a balanced partnership approach under the control and direction of an Executive Board 
(formerly called an Executive Committee), each HIDTA produces a regional threat assessment, 
develops a strategy to address the threat, and builds initiatives to implement the strategy. Executive 
Boards must establish a mechanism to annually evaluate all initiatives to maximize the impact of the 
HIDTA initiatives on the identified threat. HIDTA resources are to be used only to fund and 
support initiatives with sufficient measurable and attainable outputs/goals that target and advance 
the HIDTA strategy. Continued funding for initiatives is based upon performance. 

Federal funds appropriated to the HIDTA Program assist multiple law enforcement agencies 
affiliated with a HIDTA that have documented a need and have committed personnel and other 
resources to mutual drug control efforts. This assistance is provided for support of: 

• Collocated/Commingled HIDTA Intelligence Subsystem that contains one or more 
intelligence center with joint, collocated federal, state, and local participation that 
provide full-service analytical support for the HIDTA initiatives. Participating 
agencies have access to information through on-site federal, state, and local databases, 
case analysis, and other support services. The Intelligence Subsystem is frequently 
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included within an Investigative Support Center (ISC), which may include other 
support elements such as technical equipment pools, electronic surveillance monitoring 
facilities, etc. 

• Collocated/Commingled HIDTA multi-agency task forces comprised of 
representatives from federal, state, and local law enforcement agencies, who disrupt' 
and dismantle^ drug trafficking and money laundering organizations’’. 

• Other activities that integrate federal, state, and local mutual drug control efforts within 
a HIDTA in achieving the goals of the NDCS. Such activities are based on the drug 
threat and enforcement needs in the region. Examples include joint interdiction efforts, 
investigative support such as surveillance or technical support, crime/forensic lab 
programs, prosecution support, and joint training. 

ONDCP/NHPO confers on HIDTA-related matters on the national level with the HIDTA 
Coordinating Committee (HCC), which is comprised of representatives from the Departments of 
Justice, Treasury, and Health and Human Services. The HCC reviews the annual regional HIDTA 
proposals and provides input to the ONDCP/NHPO. 

HIDTAs are encouraged to create partnerships and/or seek relationships and leverage resources with 
other program and funding sources such as the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force 
(OCDETF) Program, Community Oriented Policing Services (COPS), High Intensity Financial 
Crime Areas (HIFCA), United States Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Asset Forfeiture, 
Byrne Grant, Drug Free Communities, and various state and local programs. Developing these 
partnerships and relationships will provide for maximum use of law enforcement funds and provides 
a holistic delivery of leveraged services in the HIDTA areas. 

As a result of the 1998 ONDCP Reauthorization Act (P.L. 105-277), no funds appropriated to the 
HIDTA Program can be expended for the establishment of new, or the expansion of existing, 
drug treatment programs. For all HIDTAs, funds expended in addressing treatment and 
prevention activities shall be capped at the level expended on said program in FY 1999. 


1 Disrupt: the normal effective operation of an identified organization is significantly impacted so that it is 
temporarily unable to conduct criminal operations for a significant period of time. This disruption must be the result 
of an affirmative law enforcement action including, but not limited to, the arrest, indictment and conviction of the 
organization's leadership or a substantial seizure of the organization's assets. 

2 Dismantle: the identified organization is eviscerated and no longer capable of operating as a coordinated criminal 
enterprise. The dismantling must be the result of an affirmative law enforcement action including, but not limited to, 
the arrest, indictment and conviction of ail or most of its principal leadership, the elimination of its criminal 
enterprises and supporting networks and the seizure of its assets. The organization must be effected to the extent that 
it is incapable of reforming. 

3 Organization: five or more persons in violation of any provision of this subchapter or subchapter 1! of this chapter 
the punishment for which is a felony, and such violation is a part of a continuing series of violations of this 
subchapter or subchapter II of this chapter (A) which are undertaken by such person in concert with five or more 
other persons with respect to whom such person occupies a position of organizer, a supervisory position, or any other 
position of management, and (B) from which such person obtains substantial income or resources. [Continuing 
Criminal Enterprise, 21 USC 848]. 
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Section IV. ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
4.01 Executive Boards 

Each HIDTA will have an Executive Board whose role is to provide direction and oversight in 
implementing the HIDTA concept and establishing the goals of the region. Fostering a balanced 
partnership, the Executive Board will be comprised of an equal number of federal and state/local 
law enforcement leaders in the HIDTA region who make decisions together regarding the 
regional HIDTA strategy, initiatives/budget, and internal policies and procedures. 

(a) Organization: 

1 . HIDTA Executive Boards shall be chaired and vice-chaired by one state or local law 
enforcement official and one federal law enforcement official for one-year terms. 
The vice-chairman will succeed the chairman each year. Chairman and vice- 
chairman positions shall not have alternates or stand-ins during their tenure. 

2. HIDTA Executive Boards shall be comprised of an equal number of state/local and 
federal law enforcement members, for a total of 1 6 members with voting authority. 
Some HIDTA Executive Boards may be granted up to 20 members; however, such 
instances require written justification and approval by the ONDCP/NHPO. 

3. HIDTA Executive Board membership shall consist of either the head of the agency 
or a permanently designated high-ranking official that has decision-making 
authority for the department or agency. 

4. HIDTA Executive Board membership should be selected based on that agency’s 
committed resources to the HIDTA and the ability of that agency to affect the 
identified drug threat. 

(b) Responsibilities: 

The Executive Board is responsible for providing direction and oversight to ensure that 
the HIDTA funds and resources are utilized in compliance with all program guidance 
and policies, the HIDTA achieves measurable results in addressing the threat, and the 
goals and objectives of the HIDTA Program are met. To that end, the Executive Boards 
shall: 

1 . In concert with the HIDTA Director, develop, implement, and approve the HIDTA 
strategy, initiatives, and budgets, which are based on the drug threat assessment. 

2. Establish an ongoing internal program review, for both fiscal and programmatic 
issues, in order to determine each initiative’s effectiveness and progress in 
achieving targeted goals, and ensure compliance with program policy and 
accountability of resources. The internal program review shall ensure: 
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a. the advancement of the collective HIDTA effort, making certain that joint 
initiatives do not merely support otherwise existing agency operations or 
supplant agency budgets; (See Section VIII 8.06 Supplanting Agency Funds 
Prohibition for more details on supplanting.) 

b. that HIDTA initiatives and overall strategy are targeting and achieving the 
expected outputs as well as the Government Performance and Results Act 
(GPRA) performance targets, which are mandated by Congress and ONDCP; 
(See Section V Performance Measurement for more details on these targets.) 

c. that a performance-based budgeting approach is applied for funding purposes so 
that unproductive initiatives are terminated and new initiatives can be created in 
response to changes in the identified threat. 

(See Section XII 12.02 Phase 2; Internal Program Reviews Conducted by the 
HIDTAs for more details on internal program review.) 

3. Establish controls to ensure the HIDTA is in compliance with fiscal and 
administrative guidelines and policies, including the expenditure and accountability 
of prior year funds and reprogrammings. (See Section XI 1 1.02 Reduction in 
Funding Based on Un-obligated Balances and 1 1 .04 Reprogramming for more 
details.) 

4. Establish an intelligence and information sharing plan that requires (1) all agencies 
to contribute data to the HIDTA intelligence center, (2) the HIDTA intelligence 
center to support HIDTA initiatives, and (3) connectivity issues regarding 
information sharing with the HIDTA intelligence center be addressed. 

5. Select the HIDTA Director and provide sufficient guidance, authority and adequate 
resources to allow him/her to carry out his/her duties and responsibilities. 

6. Establish appropriate committees, with suitable decision making authority, to assist 
the Executive Board in carrying out its duties. Examples of such committees 
include Intelligence, Budget and Finance, Initiative Evaluation, and Administration. 

7. Meet at least four times per year. Meeting minutes will be submitted to the 
ONDCP/NHPO. 

8. Establish policies and procedures, through the creation of Standard Operating 
Procedures (SOPs)/Charter/By-Laws or other administrative, fiscal, or operational 
guidelines and/or agreements that do not violate participating agencies or ONDCP 
HIDTA Program policy. Such documents shall consider issues/topics such as chain 
of command; building security; the formation and composition of committees; 
meeting times; Executive Board agency membership composition; asset forfeiture 
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sharing plan; personnel issues; written guidelines identifying the duties and 
responsibilities of the HIDTA Director. 


4.02 HIDTA Director 

(a) Appointment: 

The HIDTA Director is selected by his/her respective Executive Board. Prior to 
notifying the selectee, the Executive Board will notify the Director of ONDCP through 
the ONDCP/NHPO. A similar procedure will be utilized regarding any change in the 
status of the HIDTA Director. The HIDTA Director will have professional experience 
in a criminal justice profession. 

The HIDTA Director reports to his/her respective Executive Board. The HIDTA 
Director, in concert with the Executive Board and various committees, is responsible 
for the successful implementation of its HIDTA Program. 

(b) Responsibilities: 

The principle role of the HIDTA Director is to manage the day-to-day HIDTA functions 
on behalf of the HIDTA Executive Board. These duties include; 

1 . In concert and with the approval of the Executive Board, develop and submit in the 
proper format on the required dates the four major document requirements of the 
HIDTA Program: Threat Assessment, Strategy, Initiatives/Budgets, and the Annual 
Report. 

2. Exercise programmatic, administrative, and fiscal oversight in support of all HIDTA 
initiatives to ensure they are in compliance with ONDCP HIDTA Program Policy, 
and other program requirements. The HIDTA Director, as well as any other HIDTA 
funded administrative personnel within the HIDTA, shall not have operational 
control or authority of any initiative other than the Management and Coordination 
Initiative to which they are assigned. 

3. The HIDTA Director serves as the point of contact between the Executive Board 
and ONDCP/NHPO. He/She keeps the Executive Board apprised of all 
ONDCP/NHPO programs and requirements. The HIDTA Director may also be 
requested to represent the regional HIDTA and provide input to the ONDCP/NHPO. 

4. Exercise reprogramming authority, as approved by the Executive Board, that is 
consistent with the HIDTA Program guidance and policy. (See Section XI 1 1 .04 
Reprogramming for more details.) 

5. Establish and maintain a centra! inventory tracking system for equipment/property 
purchased with HIDTA funds. Bar-coding and automated inventory controls are 
encouraged. (See Section VIII 8.09 Equipment/Property Inventory for more 
details.) 
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6. Assist HIDTA agencies/initiatives in establishing and recording measurable 
outcomes for the HIDTA and outputs for the initiatives. 

7. Establish an internal review process to evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of 
each initiative in achieving its targeted individual goals (outputs) and its impact on 
the overall goals (outcomes) of the strategy. (See Section XII 12.02 Phase 2: 

Internal Program Reviews Conducted by the HlDTAs for more details.) 

8. Facilitate the enhanced coordination and the flow of information between and 
among initiatives and participating/supporting agencies. Promote regional and 
national cooperation among law enforcement agencies. 

9. Provide advice and counsel to the Executive Board concerning the status, direction, 
and success of the HIDTA initiatives, programs, and ONDCP requirements. 

10. HIDTA Directors are accountable to their respective Executive Boards for their 
travel. Travel must be related to official HIDTA business on behalf of their 
Executive Board or the HIDTA Program at large. 

1 1 . Additional duties/requirements identified by the Executive Board must be consistent 
with ONDCP HIDTA Program policies and procedures and deemed necessary to 
enhance the overall HIDTA Program. The additional duties will be forwarded to 
ONDCP/NHPO for review. 
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Section V. PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT 

In accordance with the 1994 Crime Control Act and the ONDCP Reauthorization Act of 1998, 
ONDCP provides budget guidance to federal drug control programs and agencies and evaluates 
the effectiveness of their efforts. In addition to this legislative requirement, the GPRA requires 
ONDCP to develop a long-term Strategic Plan and Annual Performance Plans. By law, the 
Strategic Plan must include a comprehensive mission statement covering the agency’s major 
functions, including a mission statement for the HIDTA Program. The Strategic Plan must also 
include general goals and objectives, a description of how these will be achieved (including 
processes, technology, capital, information, etc.), identification of key factors external to the 
agency (beyond its control) that could affect the achievement of the goals and objectives, a 
description of the program evaluations used in establishing or revising general goals, and 
objectives with a schedule for future program evaluations. 

The Annual Performance Plan must ultimately provide a basis for comparing actual program 
results with the established performance goals. The Performance Plan must incorporate 
measurable goals and indicators and a summary of the processes, skills, capital, technology, etc. 
used to pursue the performance goals. To fulfill this requirement, ONDCP produces a 
combined Annual Performance Plan/Report and submits it through the Office of Management 
and Budget (0MB) and then to Congress as part of the ONDCP budget request justification. 

The ONDCP 2002 Performance Plan includes guidelines on how ONDCP measures the 
performance of the HIDTA Program and reports the results. 

To comply with the GPRA requirements, ONDCP requires all funded HlDTAs to measure and 
report their performance towards achieving GPRA performance targets. ONDCP will determine 
funding priorities, in part, by the extent of performance target achievement. In addition, 

ONDCP will make funds available to HlDTAs primarily for those initiatives that most directly 
lead to the accomplishment of established outcomes. Therefore, HIDTA law enforcement 
initiatives must directly support NDCS Goals and Objectives. 


GPRA Reporting Requirements: 

On April 30 each year, each HIDTA is required to submit specific data* on its progress toward 
the GPRA performance targets listed below. ONDCP will determine the success of each 
HIDTA’s efforts towards GPRA using the following measurement criteria; 


* A fomifs) requesting specific required data will be provided to the HlDTAs. 
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GPRA Performance Goals and Targets: 

ONDCP’s HIDTA FY 2002 Performance Plan emphasizes three performance goals, each of 
which have an associated annual target. For FY 2002, the following performance targets apply to 
each of the three goals. (See the ONDCP FY 2002 Performance Plan, available at 
www.whitehousedragpolicy.gov, for further discussion.) 

Goal One: Improve the efficiency and effectiveness of law enforcement within HIDTAs. 

FY 2002 Performance Target: All HIDTAs will employ the HIDTA funding 
priorities in FY 2002 according to the funding priorities and milestones guide 
developed in FY 2001. 

Goal Two: Reduce the efficiency and impact of drug trafficking organizations in America. 

FY 2002 Performance Target: ONDCP will establish objective criteria in the 
areas of production, transportation, distribution, chronic use and money laundering 
for HIDTA threat assessments by September 30, 2001. All HIDTAs will establish 
base year performance data by the end of FY 2002. Beginning in FY 2003, each 
HIDTA will identify, target and reduce drug trafficking in one or more of the five 
areas by five percent each year, as identified by threat assessments prepared by the 
Intelligence Center and targeted by the HIDTA Executive Board. 

Goal Three: Increase the safety of American neighborhoods. 

FY 2002 Performance Target: By October 1, 2001, ONDCP will complete a plan 
that will establish performance indicators and data sources to support Goal Three of 
the HIDTA Program. By the end of FY 2002, this plan will be executed and a 
baseline of data will be established to support Goal Three of the HIDTA Program. 


VerificafionA^alidation: 

ONDCP will verify target achievement through: 

1 . Review of the Annual Report and the Strategy, Initiatives/Budgets submitted by each HIDTA. 

2. Review of results of internal program reviews conducted by each HIDTA management 
and forwarded to the ONDCP^HPO. 

3. On-site program reviews conducted at the HIDTAs by the ONDCP/NHPO. 
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Section VI. PROGRAMMATIC REPORTING 
REQUIREMENTS 

The HIDTA Program is a strategy-driven system wherein the Executive Board assesses the drug 
threat identified in the region and designs a strategy to reduce that threat. Subsequently, 
initiatives with corresponding budgets are developed to implement the strategy. At the end of 
each year, an Annual Report documents the progress made by the initiatives in addressing the 
strategy and the impact of the strategy on the identified drug threat. The Annual Report and 
other measures of success are analyzed with an updated threat assessment by the HIDTA to 
reevaluate and make adjustments to the strategy and initiatives/budgets every year. The HIDTA 
process requires thoughtful continuity and integration between the Threat Assessment, Strategy, 
initiatives, and Annual Report, yet each document must be able to stand-alone. HIDTA 
programmatic reports provide the Executive Boards with the necessary documents to design a 
regional strategy, evaluate the impact of the strategy, and make appropriate adjustments on an 
annual basis. 


Annual Proposal Due Dates at a 

Glance: 

Annual Report: 

April 15 

Threat Assessment: 

May 15 

Strategy with Threat Summary: 

June 15 

Initiatives/Budget; 

June 1 5 


6.01 Annual Report 

The Executive Board will oversee and direct the development of an Annual Report to be 
submitted to the ONDCP/NHPO no later than April 15 each year. (See Appendix B.Ol for the 
Annual Report format.) 

The Annual Report must contain information on the outputs (accomplishments) of initiatives and 
overall outcome (impact) of strategies. The reporting period for the Annual Report will be the 
most recent full calendar year Ifom the current due date. 

The Annual Report will summarize the HlDTA's overall impact on drug trafficking in the region 
including: major drug trafficking organizations targeted; major drug organizations disrupted or 
dismantled; reduction in drug related crimes; reduction in violent crimes; drug trafficking 
organization changes in trends and methods of operation; increase in intelligence productivity; 
enhanced law enforcement cooperation; indicators of reduced drug sales and use; and an estimate 
of the HlDTA's long-term impact on the region. Each Annual Report will also document the 
HlDTA’s impact on the GPRA targets. 
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6. 02 Threat Assessment 

The Executive Board will oversee and direct the development of an updated regional drug threat 
assessment to be submitted to the ONDCP/NHPO no later than May 15 each year. (See 
Appendix B.02 for the Threat Assessment format.) 

The Threat Assessment describes the nature of the illicit drug-related activities affecting the 
HIDTA region. Its primary purpose is to provide a drug intelligence basis for the development of 
the HIDTA strategy and the enforcement initiatives that implement the strategy. This long- 
standing requirement is unchanged. Additionally, the drug intelligence provided by HIDTA 
Threat Assessments is of value beyond the HIDTA, and has specific requirements per the 
General Counterdrug Intelligence Plan (GCIP). 

The primary area of concern for the HIDTA Threat Assessment are the designated counties 
which constitute the individual HlDTAs. Other areas that directly affect illicit drug-related 
activities in the designated counties are also important. Therefore, the geographical scope of the 
Threat Assessment should be expanded to cover states, regions, drug trafficking corridors, etc. as 
deemed necessary to provide appropriate coverage. The geographic coverage should also include 
information pertaining to drug activities in the HIDTA that affect other areas of the country since 
such information is required per statutory criteria for HIDTA designation, 

HIDTA Threat Assessments are produced by the HIDTA intelligence center from information 
gathered from a wide range of sources, including HIDTA enforcement initiatives and participating 
agencies, and other federal, state, and local law enforcement agencies in the area. Input should 
also be obtained from district crime and drug assessments prepared by the U.S. Attorneys' Offices 
and regional drug threat assessments prepared by OCDETF Regional Advisory Councils. 
Information from national and regional drug intelligence centers and non-law enforcement sources 
should be included, as appropriate. 

HlDTAs should coordinate their information collection activities with other agencies and centers 
as much as possible to avoid duplication of effort. Coordination is essential with the National 
Drug Intelligence Center (NDIC). It is mandated to produce national and regional drug threat 
assessments. 

As HIDTA Threat Assessments are widely distributed, they shall not contain national security 
classified information, or any information considered "law enforcement sensitive." GCIP 
requires that HIDTA Threat Assessments be forwarded to NDIC for its use in preparing national 
and regional threat assessments. HlDTAs shall also forward the Threat Assessment to the 
National Drug Intelligence Library (NDIL). (See the Threat Assessment format for more details.) 

Threat Assessment Summary 

In addition to the Threat Assessment submission, an overview of the threat assessment 
in the HIDTA region, highlighting the most critical drug trafficking, money laundering 
and related violent crime threats in the region shall be submitted with the HIDTA 
strategy to the ONDCP/NHPO no later than June 15 each year. The summary should be 
in bullet or a brief narrative format and not exceed three pages. 
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6.03 Strategy 

The Executive Board will oversee and direct the development of an updated HIDTA Strategy to 
be submitted to the ONDCP/NHPO no later than June 15 each year. (See Appendix B.03 for the 
Strategy format.) 

The HIDTA Strategy details the Executive Board’s plan to reduce the identified drug threat in the 
HIDTA region. The strategy shall be linked to the drug threat and initiatives through a clear 
delineation of the relationship between: (1) the problems posed by the threat, (2) the actions to be 
taken by the participating agencies, and (3) the anticipated impact on the region. HIDTA funds 
will be expended in a manner to maximize the leveraging of federal, state, and local agency 
contributions that are committed to the HIDTA mission. 

The HIDTA Strategy describes how the Executive Board maintains oversight and direction of the 
HIDTA, the regional HIDTA Intelligence Subsystem, and the plan for area law enforcement 
agencies to coordinate and combine drug control efiforts. The strategy must embody the spirit of 
the HIDTA Program, clearly demonstrating how federal, state, and local agencies have combined 
drug control efforts to reduce drug trafficking, eliminate unnecessary duplication of effort, 
maximize resources, and improve intelligence and information sharing. The strategy must 
identify its expected overall accomplishments in the region to support the design of the strategy 
and to provide the ability to measure the strategy’s success at the end of the year. The strategy 
must also contain the HlDTA’s anticipated developmental standards attainment and address the 
performance targets set by GPRA. 

The collocated and commingled drug task forces and initiatives that are built to implement the 
strategy must be comprised of full-time, multi-agency participants. If the HIDTA incorporates an 
existing task force, intelligence or support operation, or other program into the HlDTA’s 
strategy, then the value added by such a group to the HIDTA must be evident. Additionally, if 
the existing group is an investigative support element, i.e. intelligence, laboratory, technical, etc., 
then the amount of HIDTA funds allocated by the Executive Board must be determined based on 
specific measurable support provided to the HIDTA. 

Strategy Subsystems 

Initiatives that are developed to implement the strategy are categorized into one of five 
subsystems. Initiatives in the Intelligence and Investigative Subsystem are mandatory, 
as is a Management and Coordination Initiative in the Support Subsystem. The 
remaining two subsystems are optional, depending on the identified threat and needs of 
the HIDTA region. Subsystem categorization also pertains to reprogramming rules for 
current and prior year funds. (See Section XI 1 1 .04 Reprogramming for more details.) 

(1) Intelligence: A HIDTA Intelligence Subsystem is a cornerstone of every HIDTA, 
and includes an intelligence center that contains full-time, collocated multi-agency 
personnel and databases. HIDTA intelligence centers provide deconfliction 
services and tactical and strategic support to HIDTA initiatives and participating 
agencies, and prepare the annual regional drug threat assessment. 
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(2) Investigation: Contains collocated/commingled multi-agency task forces 
targeting drug trafficking and money laundering organizations, drug production 
organizations, drug gangs, drug fugitives, and drug-related violent crime. 

(3) Interdiction : Threats in various parts of the United States require interdiction 
efforts, which are essential to the HIDTA's strategy and drug control efforts. 

(4) Prosecution: Some HIDTAs integrate state and federal prosecutors into the 
HIDTA strategy in order to prosecute drug trafficking organizations targeted by 
HIDTA initiatives. Some prosecutors are on-site with the collocated/commingled 
task forces. 

(5) Support: Initiatives beyond the core enforcement program, to include 
crime/forensic labs, technical support, joint training, administration, treatment, 
and prevention. Support initiatives must demonstrate how HIDTA funds provide 
a greater benefit to the respective HIDTA program than to the funded agency; and 
maintain the same fundamental elements of the HIDTA concept as other 
initiatives, i.e., being law enforcement related, creating multi-agency partnerships, 
and targeting measurable outcomes, including GPRA targets. Existing treatment 
and prevention initiatives must provide additional information detailed in the 
initiative format 


6. 04 Initiatives/B udget 

(a) Initiatives 

The Executive Board will oversee and direct the development of HIDTA initiatives to 
implement the strategy and target the threat. The initiatives and corresponding budgets 
shall be submitted with the HIDTA strategy to the ONDCP/NHPO no later than June 15 
each year. (See Appendix B.04 for the Initiative format.) 

The initiatives must be focused with measurable outputs (goals/objectives) that justify 
the requested HIDTA funding. Initiatives must be reevaluated each year by the 
Executive Board to determine that the initiative should continue to be included in the 
HIDTA’s strategy. Such determination is made based upon the current drug threat, 
reviews of the initiatives by the HIDTA and the ONDCP/NHPO, and progress that the 
initiative makes towards the identified goals and objectives. HIDTA Program funds 
will support only collocated/commingled initiatives that include full-time federal and 
state/local participation (unless an exception is requested and approved annually by 
ONDCP/NHPO) and directly support the HIDTA strategy. 

Every initiative that w-as approved for funding must be accounted for in the following 
year’s initiative reporting submission. For initiatives that were terminated during the 
existing cycle, the HIDTA shall submit an initiative report in the following annual 
proposal providing a brief explanation why the initiative was terminated, any actual 
outputs achieved, and accounting for the originally approved funds, i.e., expended, 
reprogrammed, or retained in the initiative. 
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Terminated Initiatives - HIDTAs must submit a status report of any terminated 
initiatives with outstanding funds to ONDCP/NHPO every six months (until closed) to 
account for remaining funds. The report shall identify any outputs that were 
accomplished with the funds, including developmental and process related 
accomplishments; briefly discuss specifically what the HIDTA funds were used for; and 
provide an estimated amount of remaining funds and a time frame for the complete 
expenditure of these outstanding HIDTA funds. 

New Initiatives Created Within a Funding Cycle : (October 1 — September 30) — 

Any new initiatives created within a funding cycle must be submitted to the 
ONDCP/NHPO in the required Initiative format with an explanation as to where the 
proposed initiative fits into the HIDTA strategy and a detailed report as to how the 
proposed initiative will be funded. 

Initiatives that Change Within a Funding Cycle : (October I - September 30) - 

Any initiative that changes significantly within a funding cycle, e.g. a major shift in 
focus, mission, or reorganization, requires a revised initiative submission and approval 
from ONDCP/NHPO. A memorandum must accompany the revised initiative 
submission, describing the changes to be made, the reason for the changes, and any 
related information regarding the impact of the budget. 

(b) Budget 

Each initiative must provide a detailed budget identifying the funding requirements 
needed to achieve its expected outputs. Budgets must reflect realistic funding 
projections in support of each initiative’s mission. HIDTA funds are used to provide 
resources to an initiative that has a specific purpose in the overall HIDTA strategy. 
HIDTA funding is provided to agencies in support of initiatives. 

Funding requests, with sufficient detail, must be submitted in the proper budget 
categories approved by the ONDCP Financial Management Office (FMO). A budget 
summary depicting categories per funding recipient(s) must be submitted per initiative 
and per HIDTA. (See Section XI Fiscal Guidelines for more details; and Appendix B 
for budget-related format issues.) 


Annual proposals shall be submitted in the format on or before the required due 
dates. The submission of any HIDTA proposal that is not in the proper format or 
lacks sufficient data or required information may delay the obligation of funds to 
that HIDTA. See Appendix for formats. 
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Section VII. ORGANIZATION 
7.01 Management and Coordination 

All overhead and administrative expenses, including management and staff support positions, 
salaries, and non-operational expenses for the HIDTA, shall be approved by the Executive Board. 
Additionally, all related expenses must be included within the projected funding level and 
included in the Management and Coordination Initiative, itemized separately from other 
expenses that might be reflected in the Management and Coordination Initiative budget. 

The standard HIDTA management staff generally consists of a HIDTA Director, Secretary/ 
Administrative Assistant, and Financial Officer. A Deputy Director! s). Intelligence Coordinator, 
and Information Technology Specialist may be added to the management staff as needed and 
approved by the Executive Board. Any variation in excess of these positions must be justified in 
writing by the Executive Board to the ONDCP/NHPO. All positions related to the management 
of the HIDTA are subject to review during the ONDCP/NHPO Review Process. Additionally, if 
such positions are deemed necessary, the funding requirements shall be factored into the 
HlDTA's funding level and shall not be dependent upon additional or supplemental HIDTA 
funds. 

Each HIDTA must submit an administrative table of organization that includes all personnel in 
the Management and Coordination Initiative and identifies all HIDTA funded positions, as part 
of their initiative submission. 

(See Section XI 1 1 .06 Restricted Expenditures for more related information.) 


7 . 02 HIDTA Funded Personnel 

The Executive Board shall establish policy regarding the use of HIDTA funds for personnel by 
an agency(s) that meets the grant requirements and non-supplanting rule. Per 0MB Circulars and 
the Cooperative Agreements signed between ONDCP and the fiduciary(s), HIDTA funds cannot 
supplant federal, stale, and local agency or department budgets. Federal funds must be used to 
supplement existing funds for program activities and not replace those funds which have been 
appropriated for the same purpose. Therefore, the use of HIDTA funds for personnel and 
positions for which the ageney receives budgeted funds is considered supplanting and strictly 
prohibited. Using HIDTA funds to reimburse the salaries and fringe benefits of law enforcement 
officers is discouraged. HIDTA funds are best utilized to leverage resources contributed by 
agencies, including fully equipped law enforcement officers, by providing items such as 
equipment and overtime. 

Hiring Agency Non-Supplanting FTE Certification 

Any agency that receives a HIDTA funded Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) requires the annual 
submission of a non-supplanting FTE certification, signed by the responsible local agency 
official and printed on agency letterhead, to the respective HIDTA. These certifications shall be 
maintained by initiative at the HIDTA Director’s office and be made available to the 
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ONDCP/NHPO upon request and/or during on-site reviews. The certification must specifically 
attest to each of the following verbatim; 

1 . The [Title of Position(s)] does not supplant the [Name of Agency] budget. HIDTA 
funds for this position(s) do not replace funds that have been appropriated for the 
same purpose. 

2. Each FTE is exclusively dedicated to the HIDTA and a position description is on 
file. 

3. The HIDTA position(s) would be terminated if the funding were not available. 

4. There is no alternative funding available to support the salary(s) and benefit(s) of 
the FTE(s). 

5. The Agency will be responsible for tracking overtime billing to ensure that HIDTA 
and Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF) and other grant 
programs do not pay for the same hours worked by this officer(s) and that overtime 
paid to this officer(s) does not exceed the authorized limit. 

(See Section XI 1 1 , 06(b) Personnel for more details.) 
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Section VIII. PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS 
8.01 Collocation/Commingling 

The collocation/commingling of full-time federal and state/local law enforcement agencies 
working together in the same facility is a required standard for all HIDTA drug task forces and 
initiatives. Collocation/Commingling also denotes free and open access and interaction among 
law enforcement agency participants in all HIDTA initiatives that are housed in the same facility. 
HIDTA initiatives shall seek to house multiple HIDTA funded initiatives, composed of multi- 
agency participants, in a central location(s). Such a location(s) would optimally be devoid of any 
physical barriers that prohibit or hinder the interaction and commingling of participants between 
initiatives. Optimally, one of the initiatives in the central location would be the HIDTA 
intelligence center. Until this level of collocation can be achieved, the minimal acceptable 
HIDTA initiative will constitute the housing of full-time multi-agency law enforcement agency 
participants who commingle and work together in space approved by the Executive Board. 
Regardless of location, all HIDTA law enforcement participants and initiatives must have access 
to and interact with the HIDTA Intelligence Center. 


8.02 Multi-agency Participation 

Multi-agency, as it relates to HIDTA, means full-time federal and state/local (optimally both 
state and local) participation in a single HIDTA initiative and to all task forces/groups/units 
within a single initiative, who are physically collocated and commingled full-time in the same 
facility. Liaison and/or part-time participation as the only federal or state/local representation in 
an initiative does not meet this requirement. 

Combining task forces/groups/units at either the same or separate locations to form a single 
initiative for the purpose of satisfying the full-time, multi-agency requirement is not acceptable. 
All initiatives with more than one task force/group/unit must identify and discuss each task 
force/group/unit separately, and provide a clear justification demonstrating how these separate 
task forces/groups/units cooperate and coordinate their activities. This justification must detail 
the added value in combining these task forces/groups/units and the expected enhanced 
enforcement results. ONDCP may require such initiatives to be separated into different 
initiatives or place reprogramming or other restrictions on such initiatives. 

Any exception to the full-time, multi-agency requirement must be justified and explained in 
detail to the ONDCP/NHPO. Exceptions require annual approval by the ONDCP/NHPO and the 
plausibility of an exception will be verified at the on-site review. Funding of an initiative will be 
denied or withheld, or another appropriate action will be taken, if an evaluation/review 
demonstrates the unreasonable absence of the collocation/commingling or full-time, multi- 
agency requirements. Single-agency initiatives or task forces/groups/units will not be funded 
without justification. 
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8.03 Intelligence Subsystem 

Every HIDTA will have an Intelligence Subsystem, which contains one or more HIDTA 
intelligence centers, which is a primary component of a HIDTA and the HIDTA Program. The 
Intelligence Subsystem is frequently included within an ISC, which may include other support 
elements such as technical equipment pools, electronic surveillance monitoring facilities. 
HIDTA intelligence centers are jointly managed by a state/local and federal agency selected by 
the Executive Board; staffed with collocated and commingled full-time members from federal, 
state, and local participating agencies; and contain the agency’s criminal databases and other 
pertinent databases, including open source information and other information management 
systems. HIDTA intelligence centers facilitate the timely exchange of information among 
HIDTA task forces, participating agencies and other law enforcement agencies in the HIDTA, 
providing intelligence support to all HIDTA member agencies. 

The Intelligence Subsystem provides services such as event and criminal subject deconfliction; 
database queries; analytical case support; post seizure analysis and dissemination; strategic 
analysis and products; collection of trend and pattern data; and production of area threat 
assessments. The Intelligence Subsystem facilitates the connectivity between and/or among 
federal, state, and local law enforcement agencies, criminal databases as well as other 
informational databases, HIDTA intelligence centers, national intelligence centers, and 
databases. (See Section IX Intelligence Subsystem for more details.) 


8.04 Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF) 

HIDTA task forces will pursue OCDETF case designations as a matter of course. HIDTAs will 
maintain meaningful, productive relations with OCDETF to assure successful prosecution/ 
dismantlement of drug trafficking organizations and provide for a more effective utilization and 
leveraging of limited HIDTA and OCDETF resources. Investigative initiatives, in addition to 
other relevant measurements, should always include an evaluation of the initiative's success in 
achieving OCDETF case designation. Coordination with OCDETF will ensure maximum use of 
both HIDTA and OCDETF funds for the benefit of the investigation(s). HIDTAs should 
encourage that the recipient agencies coordinate with OCDETF to ensure that HIDTA and 
OCDETF do not duplicate efforts, such as each paying for overtime for the same hours worked 
by an officer. 


8. 05 Benefit to the HID TA 

HIDTA is not an agency and as such does not compete with any law enforcement agency. 

Rather, the HIDTA Program provides funding and resources to facilitate and enhance 
coordination of the participating agencies’ drug control efforts. HIDTA program funds are 
provided where they enhance and promote the HIDTA’s strategy, and shall not fund any 
independent agency. The expenditure of HIDTA funds must provide greater benefit to the 
HIDTA strategy than to the fiduciary or supported agency. (See Section XI Fiscal Guidelines for 
more financial requirements.) 
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8. 06 Supplanting Agency Funds Prohibition 

Per the relevant OMB Circulars and grant requirements, and the Cooperative Agreements and 
Memorandums of Agreements that are signed by ONDCP and the fiduciaries, HIDTA resources 
shall not supplant agency budgets or budget deficits. Federal funds must be used to supplement 
existing funds for program activities and not replace those funds which have been appropriated 
for the same purpose. HIDTA funds are dedicated to the joint initiatives through which the 
funding was requested (e.g., equipment purchased for ajoint, collocated task force must be 
located in that task force or controlled by a HIDTA initiative for HIDTA related investigations 
and operations). 

Executive Boards must make every effort to ensure that HIDTA expenditures do not supplant the 
resource agency’s budgets. SUPPLANTING OF AGENCY FUNDS IS STRICTLY 
PROHIBITED, (See Section XI Fiscal Guidelines for more financial requirements.) 

8.07 HIDTA Developmental Standards 

The HIDTA Developmental Standards outline basic, intermediate, and optimal requirements 
expected of a HIDTA in four basic areas. The Developmental Standards are in the form of a 
matrix that lists these requirements in four categories - Intelligence and Information Sharing, 
Teamwork, Strategic Planning and Execution, and Accountability. Within each category, there 
are itemized topics with milestones that each HIDTA seeks to achieve. Each HIDTA should be 
encouraged to progress fi-om basic to optimal on the developmental standards matrix. 

A HIDTA’s strategy identifies objectives and expected progression toward attainment of the 
HIDTA Developmental Standards. The Annual Report documents the actual accomplishments 
achieved relative to the attainment of the HIDTA Developmental Standards. (See Appendix for 
the HIDTA Developmental Standards.) 


8.08 Measurable Outputs 

The HIDTA Program is a strategy-driven, systems approach that focuses on outputs and 
outcomes. Therefore, each HIDTA strategy shall identify overall measurable expected outcomes 
for the HIDTA, and each HIDTA initiative shall identify specific measurable expected outputs, 
and outcomes if applicable, that the initiative will accomplish. Outputs are the quantifiable 
results of the initiative. Measurable outputs contain statistical data that is required for 
comparison to a baseline figure, justification for the requested HIDTA funds, and for use as an 
analytical tool in the HIDTA’s threat assessment. Outcomes are considered the end result of the 
outputs achieved by initiatives in total, or the overall impact of the initiatives’ success to the 
strategy and HIDTA region. Some initiatives can have outcomes as well as outputs. 

Every year, the HIDTA strategy will identify expected overall outcomes that the strategy will 
achieve, based on the initiatives developed to implement the strategy. The subsequent Annual 
Report will document the impact that the initiatives had on the strategy. Additionally, each year 
each HIDTA initiative shall report specific measurable expected outputs that the initiative will 
accomplish and later report the actual outputs accomplished in order to justify the requested 
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budget and placement in the HIDTA’s strategy to the Executive Board and the ONDCP/NHPO. 
Every year the HIDTA’s strategy is evaluated for effectiveness and the threat assessment is 
updated so that adjustments to the strategy can be made. Therefore, individual initiatives must be 
evaluated annually to determine their effectiveness in achieving their expected goals and impact 
on the HIDTA’s strategy. Additionally, the initiative’s impact on the overall ability of the 
HIDTA to meet the required GPRA targets must be considered. A performance-based budgeting 
approach is applied to all initiatives during the annual budget cycle so that appropriate 
adjustments can be made based on various factors, such as the HIDTA’s funding level and 
changes in the drug threat. For example, new initiatives can be created as a result of changes to 
the identified threat and existing initiatives that are unproductive, no longer relevant to the drug 
threat, have already achieved their goals, or that have decreased in priority based on available 
funding may require termination. It is expected that initiatives show appropriate progression 
from year to year in order to justify the continued support of HIDTA funds. 


8.09 Equipment/Property Inventory 

Each HIDTA shall establish and maintain a central inventory tracking system of HIDTA- 
purchased equipment/property. The HIDTA is required to maintain a central inventory list and 
accountability of HIDTA-purchased equipment/property, which includes ensuring that the items 
are used in HIDTA initiatives. The system may incorporate the tracking system of the 
purchasing agency if the system has adequate inventory system controls to track and account for 
this equipment/property. The design of the system must include the following: 

1. Each HIDTA must establish and maintain a central inventory list of HIDTA-purchased 
equipment/property. The inventory list must account for all property, equipment, 
vehicles, and other items valued at $500 or more at the time of purchase. 

This central inventory list of HIDTA-purchased equipment/property that is maintained by 
the HIDTA shall include property records with (I) a description of the property; (2) a 
serial number or other identification number; (3) the source of property (vendor); (4) who 
holds title (purchasing agency); (5) the acquisition date and the cost of the property (from 
invoice); (6) the location, use and condition of the property; and (7) any ultimate 
disposition data including the date of disposal and sale price of the property. 

Tracking software licenses purchased with HIDTA funds in order to keep software 
systems up-to-date is also the responsibility of the controlling agency/entity or the 
HIDTA. Software licenses under $500 are classified as supplies and software licenses 
over $500 must be tracked and inventoried by the controlling agency/entity as HIDTA 
designated property. 

2. The HIDTA must ensure that the agency/entity controlling the HIDTA-purchased 
property, equipment, etc. has an adequate inventory system to track and account for the 
HIDTA-funded property/equipment. If the agency/entity does not have an adequate 
system or cannot account for the property/equipment purchased on behalf of the HIDTA, 
then the HIDTA must establish such a system. 
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3. Inventory tracking controls must include, at a minimum, the ability to (1) conduct a 
physical inventory every two years; (2) identify HIDTA-funded equipment/property; (3) 
track the location and use of the equipment/property; and (4) ensure HIDTA designated 
equipment/property is assigned to HIDTA initiatives. 

4. All HIDTA purchased equipment/properfy must be identifiable as HIDTA designated 
equipment/property, either through a serial number, agency inventory number, or a 
HIDTA inventory number. 

5. All equipment/property must be managed in a manner that provides maximum flexibility 
and availability to all HIDTA initiatives. When equipment/property or services are 
purchased with HIDTA funds by one agency for use by a different agency, the HIDTA 
shall maintain documentation identifying the agency using the resources. HIDTA 
inventories, whether tracked at the controlling agency(s) or the HIDTA, must be kept 
current and be made available upon request for review by the ONDCP/NHPO. The 
HIDTA must be able to provide a complete and detailed list of equipment/property, per 
initiative, for its internal reviews, audits, ONDCP/NHPO on-site reviews, and other 
requirements. 

6. Accountability and use of HIDTA funded equipment/property is the shared responsibility 
of HIDTA management and purchasing agency. 

7. HIDTAs will develop procedures for managing equipment/property (including 
replacement equipment/property) and shall include the following: 

A. A physical inventory of the property taken, and the results reconciled with the 
property records every two years. The most recent inventory, along with all 
supporting documentation, will be retained for review purposes. 

B. A control system developed to ensure adequate safeguards to prevent loss, damage, or 
theft of the property. Records of investigations pertaining to any loss, damage, or 
theft shall be maintained. 

C. Development of adequate maintenance procedures to keep the property in good 
condition. 

D. Proper sales procedure to ensure the highest possible return, if the grantee is 
authorized to sell the property. 

E. When acquiring replacement equipment/property, the grantee may use the 
equipment/property to be replaced as a trade-in or sell the property and use the 
proceeds to offset the cost of the replacement property, subject to the approval of the 
awarding agency (ONDCP). 
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8. The HIDTA must maintain a specific procedure to determine when the 

equipment/property purchased with HIDTA funds is no longer of use to the HIDTA. 
Once the HIDTA determines that a piece of equipment/property purchased with HIDTA 
funds is no longer of use to the HIDTA or if the equipment/property is outdated, 
damaged, lost, or stolen, the equipment/property should be disposed of/processed in 
accordance with the purchasing agency’s policies and procedures. Disposition of the 
equipment/property must be maintained in the inventory and documentation maintained 
in HIDTA files, as equipment/property purchased with HIDTA funds is considered 
HIDTA designated equipment/property. 
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Section IX. INTELLIGENCE SYSTEM 
9.01 Purpose 

This Section serves multiple purposes. It contains descriptive information regarding the HIDTA 
Intelligence Subsystem and guidance regarding system structure and organization. It also 
provides policy direction and policy guidelines to ensure that the purposes and objectives of the 
HIDTA Intelligence Subsystems are consistent with the ONDCP NDCS and the strategies and 
policies of participating federal, state, or local law enforcement agencies. 

These guidelines are the minimum required for HIDTA Intelligence Subsystems. Other directives, 
provided they do not conflict with these guidelines, may be developed and implemented by 
individual HIDTA Executive Boards. The program should remain flexible to respond to the 
particular identified needs of a designated area. 

Compliance is required with applicable federal, state, and local regulations, including 28 CFR 
23. Intelligence Subsystem development should be further guided by the HIDTA Developmental 
Standards and the GCIP. 

These guidelines are not intended to conflict with individual agency guidelines or policies 
relative to information sharing; personnel and physical security; or other operational or 
administrative procedures. If a conflict does arise, the policies of an individual agency will take 
precedence over these guidelines. The National HIDTA Director will be notified of these 
conflicts. 

There will be no exemptions to the intelligence policy requirements unless a request is submitted 
in writing to the National HIDTA Director. The request must indicate its approval by the 
Executive Board. After appropriate consultations with representatives of affected agencies, the 
National HIDTA Director will respond in writing, granting approval or denying the request. 


9.02 Mission 

The fundamental mission of the HIDTA Intelligence Subsystem originates from the NDCS, i.e., 
"Improve the ability of High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas to counter drug trafficking." A 
basic HIDTA tenet is that the ability of federal, state, and local law enforcement agencies within 
a HIDTA to counter drug trafficking is significantly improved when those agencies work 
together and share information. The HIDTA Intelligence Subsystem is designed to facilitate this 
interaction and sharing. An Intelligence Subsystem is mandated. It is the primary system for 
each HIDTA. 

The Intelligence Subsystem's operational mission is to provide accurate, detailed, and timely 
tactical, investigative and strategic drug intelligence to HIDTA initiatives, HIDTA participating 
agencies, and other law enforcement agencies as appropriate, enabling a more effective and 
efficient utilization of drug investigative resources. HIDTA intelligence centers serve as hubs for 
the sharing of drug intelligence among federal, state, and local law enforcement in the HIDTA 
regions. 
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9.03 Approval 

Each HIDTA, when submitting its annual strategy, shall include an Intelligence Subsystem, with 
descriptions of intelligence/information sharing mitiative(s) approved by the Executive Board. 
The core Intelligence Subsystem functions should include: 

• Event Deconfliction 

• Case Subject Deconfliction 

• Post Seizure Analysis 

• Analytical Case Support 

• Strategic Intelligence 

• Connectivity to other databases 

• Drug Threat Assessments 

• Reports of drug seizures by agencies to the National Drug Seizure System at El Paso 
Intelligence Center (EPIC) when developed 

• Photo-Imaging Network capability (optional depending on regional need) 

Prior to final approval and funding by the Director of ONDCP, all proposed HIDTA intelligence 
initiatives are reviewed to ensure that initiatives conform to ONDCP policy and program 
guidance. Under the auspices of the National HIDTA Director, these reviews are conducted by 
the ONDCP/NHPO Staff and assigned interagency representatives. All HIDTA initiatives are 
further reviewed by an interdepartmental HIDTA Coordinating Committee (HCC). 


9.04 Description 

The basic form of an Intelligence Subsystem is an intelligence center, with collocated and 
commingled participants from federal, state, and local agencies, who interact on a daily basis and 
have on-site access to the agencies' intelligence databases. The center provides a variety of core 
services and functions to support drug enforcement activities of the HIDTA initiatives and those 
of participating agencies. It also develops strategic intelligence for use by the Executive Board in 
developing strategy. Optimally, the intelligence center is located at a central facility with other 
multi-agency initiatives and the administrative staff. 

HIDTA Intelligence Subsystems vary in organizational structure due to geography and Executive 
Board preferences. Some HIDTAs, especially those with large geographical areas, have multiple 
intelligence centers vrithin their Intelligence Subsystem. Various intelligence centers within a 
HIDTA are considered elements of the same Subsystem and require central coordination of their 
activities by the Executive Board. Requirements for interagency participation apply to each 
intelligence center. 

HIDTAs generally have an initiative or organizational element known as the Investigative 
Support Center, or ISC. ISCs may include support elements such as technical equipment pools, 
electronic surveillance monitoring facilities, etc. Since a primary function of the Intelligence 
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Subsystem is to provide support for investigations, many HIDTAs include the Intelligence 
Subsystem as part of the ISC. The term "ISC" is frequently used to denote the Intelligence 
Subsystem or an intelligence center. 


9,05 Management 

The Executive Board has oversight responsibility for the management of the Intelligence 
Subsystem. Consistent with the requirements of the following paragraph, the Executive Board 
must determine the management structure of the Intelligence Subsystem, to include its role and 
the role of any Intelligence Committee that it may establish. 

Intelligence initiatives must be sponsored by a law enforcement agency(s). HIDTA Executive 
Boards will develop a federal and state or local mechanism to provide joint management over 
intelligence centers, with single-line supervision. Intelligence supervisors will be sworn federal, 
state, or local law enforcement officers or law enforcement intelligence analysts designated by a 
participating agency and approved by the HIDTA Executive Board. At least one supervisor must 
represent a federal agency and at least one must represent a state or local agency. Additional 
supervisors are permitted, as determined by the Executive Board. Supervisors do not have to be 
at the same management level. Supervisors must have security clearances at a level to permit 
them access to all areas of the intelligence facility. 

The above provision does not preclude the use of non-swom or non-law enforcement personnel 
to serve in a staff or other non-supervisory capacity. The HIDTA Director, as delegated by the 
Executive Board, has administrative and coordination oversight responsibility for all initiatives, 
including intelligence initiatives. The HIDTA Director may assign a member of his staff to 
conduct administrative and coordination activities relating to the Intelligence Subsystem on his 
behalf. This staff position has no line supervisory authority over the supervisors or personnel of 
the intelligence centers and no involvement in intelligence production activities. 

The Intelligence Subsystem's services must be available to all participating agencies, local, state, 
and federal, on an even-handed basis. The agency sponsorship and management of the 
Intelligence Subsystem must reflect an acceptable balance between federal and state/local 
agencies to avoid any perception of favoritism in service to particular agencies and initiatives. 


9.06 Staffing 

Participating agencies and the Executive Board shall ensure that an adequate number of trained 
law enforcement personnel are assigned to the Intelligence Subsystem to perform deconfliction, 
investigative, tactical, and strategic intelligence functions. 

The Intelligence Subsystem is central to the HIDTA. It supports the enforcement efforts of all 
initiatives and participating agencies and is a natural element to foster interagency relationships. 
Therefore, all agencies participating in the HIDTA ideally should contribute personnel to the 
Intelligence Subsystem by assignment of agency persoimel. Preferably, these analytical and 
investigative personnel should have a background in drug investigations and have experience in 
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conducting research and analytical work. However, if necessary to facilitate an agency's 
participation, less experienced analysts and investigators can be assigned to the Intelligence 
Subsystem and receive appropriate training through the assignment. Contract or military 
personnel may augment Intelligence Subsystem staffing. 


9.07 Coordination 

(a) HIDTA enforcement initiatives must coordinate their activities with the Intelligence 
Subsystem. Identification of all drug criminal targets should be coordinated through the 
Intelligence Subsystem to facilitate cross-case analysis, prevent duplication, and ensure the 
Executive Board, where appropriate, has sufficient information to establish priorities. 
Identification and targeting of drug trafficking organizations must be coordinated with the 
Intelligence Subsystem. 

(b) Some HIDTA Intelligence Subsystems have multiple components as a result of 
geographical or other reasons. The concept that binds the agencies and designated 
geographical areas into one HIDTA also applies to the Intelligence Subsystem, The 
Intelligence Subsystem is considered as one system and those with multiple intelligence 
centers must have a central coordination mechanism, i.e., management oversight and a 
coordination plan, to govern the operation of the separate centers. There must be clearly 
defined roles for each center and a system for each to coordinate and share information. 

(c) HIDTA intelligence centers should maintain good relationships with intelligence 
components of the participating agencies and other law enforcement agencies in the HIDTA 
region. Intelligence should be exchanged and common activities coordinated, as 
appropriate. 


9.08 Functions 

(a) Intelligence Subsystem will manage event, case, and target deconfliction and, when 
applicable, watch operations for the HIDTA region. The Intelligence Subsystem must, at a 
minimum provide event deconfliction eight hours per day five days a week with same day 
service, with an optimal goal of 24 hour 7 day availability. 

(b) The intelligence centers within the Intelligence Subsystem will provide intelligence support 
to HIDTA-funded initiatives and all participating agencies, in accordance with direction 
and guidance provided by the HIDTA Executive Board. Intelligence support should 
include trend and pattern analysis and the collection, collation, analysis, and dissemination 
of investigative information concerning the composition, scope, magnitude and dynamics, 
both internal and external, of drug trafficking enterprises or organizations. 

(c) Within budget limitations, each Intelligence Subsystem will develop the capability of 
providing document exploitation (DOCEX) support as a component of the core post seizure 
analysis function. DOCEX analysis teams will provide support within the designated 
HIDTA region for HIDTA initiatives and HIDTA participating agencies. Each Intelligence 
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Subsystem will determine the feasibility of team size, composition, and deployment based 
on funding and resource limitations. The NDIC document exploitation and computer 
forensics specialists, in conjunction with the Justice Training Center, will assist in the 
training of selected analysts. DOCEX capability and resource reqtiirements will be 
identified in future budget submissions. 

(d) The intelligence centers will utilize the EPIC as a source for subject/target law enforcement 
data base queries. HIDTA will share drug movement related information with EPIC. Each 
HIDTA will ensure that EPIC checks are a standard part of appropriate HIDTA operational 
protocols. 

(e) The intelligence centers will serve as locations for collocated access to participating 
agencies’ law enforcement databases. Agencies participating in HIDTA intelligence 
centers will provide center personnel with on-site, direct access to their agency’s pertinent 
data bases, whenever possible and in accordance with existing federal and state regulations. 
If direct access by center personnel to participating agencies’ data bases is not possible, 
dedicated full time personnel will be assigned to the center from the participating agency to 
ensure access to its information. 


9.09 Information Sharing 

(a) ONDCP will oversee the establishment of a system to provide interconnectivity between 
HIDTA intelligence centers and the member agencies they serve. HIDTA intelligence 
centers will adhere to all system standards developed by ONDCP, including the 
employment of a standard suite of software to the maximum extent feasible, consistent with 
the recommendations of the Counterdrug Intelligence Coordinating Group (CDICG’s) 
Systems Policy Review Group (SPRG) to ensure information-sharing capability. 

(b) Each HIDTA will establish and maintain a relationship with its respective Regional 
Information Sharing System. 

(c) HIDTA intelligence centers will encourage and facilitate participation in the National Drug 
Pointer Index (NDPIX). 

(d) The intelligence centers shall produce intelligence products including reports, 
organizational profiles, biographies, link and toll analysis, to include investigative 
summaries, and provide such products to HIDTA enforcement initiatives and participating 
agencies and to non participating agencies, when appropriate. 

(e) HIDTA Intelligence Subsystems will produce comprehensive and coordinated annual 
interagency drug threat assessments for their areas. HIDTA intelligence centers and the 
NDIC will coordinate the data collection system and survey process to ensure an accurate 
and non-duplicative effort when compiling the National Drug Threat Assessment. Each 
HID'I’A will also provide a copy of the annual HIDTA drug threat assessment for its area to 
the NDIC. 
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(f) The Intelligence Subsystem will be governed by applicable federal, state, or local laws, 
regulations or policies regarding the collection and dissemination of investigative 
information. All information provided to the intelligence centers and resulting analytical 
products will be stored and disseminated in strict compliance with applicable federal, state, 
and local guidelines. Intelligence products will be disseminated to participating agencies, 
subject to legal restrictions, using the following categorizations: 

Proprietary Dissemination - Requests from a law enforcement agency on a criminal 
organization/enterprise for which an agency has a pending investigation or other significant 
law enforcement interest will be researched to produce an intelligence product. If there is 
no information from any other agency, this product will be returned to the requesting 
agency. An agency holding relevant proprietary information will be responsible for 
disseminating its own information. The agency holding relevant proprietary information 
will be provided, at a minimum, pointer information. 

Limited Dissemination - Intelligence products initiated by HIDTA intelligence centers 
with a nexus to ongoing cases conducted by a HIDTA task force will be disseminated to the 
agency or agencies having the investigative/operational interest. Additional dissemination 
of the product will be at the approval of those agencies. 

General Dissemination - Intelligence products initiated by HIDTA intelligence centers 
with no specific agency operational/investigative equities will be disseminated to the 
various HIDTA participating agencies and to non-HIDTA participating law enforcement 
agencies, when appropriate. HIDTA intelligence centers will use the NDIL as a repository 
for final intelligence products, as appropriate. Intelligence centers are encouraged to list 
final and pending intelligence products in the NDIC Countemarcotics Publications 
Quarterly. 


9.10 Security 

(a) Personnel 

Intelligence center personnel with a requirement to access national security information 
or areas must possess a security clearance at a level to allow such access. Intelligence 
center personnel fi-om various agencies should be able to commingle and interact 
throughout the intelligence facility. Security clearances should be sought for personnel 
to reinforce this concept. The federal agency with joint management responsibility for 
the intelligence centers will assist the parent agencies in ensuring that their personnel 
assigned to the centers possess the appropriate clearances. The intelligence 
supervisor(s) must have security clearances at a level to allow them access to all areas 
of the intelligence facility. HIDTA funds may be expended for background checks. 

(b) Facility 

At a minimum, the intelligence facility will meet the physical security requirements of 
the federal Departments of Justice and Treasury, the Department of Defense, and that of 
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individual member agencies. Each Executive Board should develop individualized 
security policies for the intelligence facility and designate an agency to be responsible 
for ensuring these guidelines are followed. The expense identified to meet these 
requirements will be paid from individual HIDTA budgets, as determined by the 
HIDTA Executive Board. 

(c) Information 

All intelligence center personnel will be required to properly store all files, documents, 
and data storage disks in compliance with information classification and handling 
caveats. Safeguarding and handling of classified information shall be in compliance with 
Executive Order 12968. 


9.11 Training 

Each HIDTA should develop and implement a training regimen, consistent with the requirements 
of Section X Training Program, appropriate for personnel assigned to the HIDTA intelligence 
centers, for participating agencies and when appropriate, to non-participating law enforcement 
agencies. This regimen should strive to achieve the highest professional standards to assist 
analysts in developing and maintaining skills. 


9.12 Implementation 

The above guidelines are applicable to all intelligence initiatives proposed for funding under the 
HIDTA program. Individual HIDTA Executive Boards are responsible for ensuring these 
guidelines and any subsequent changes are promulgated to representatives of member agencies as 
required and to the management of the Intelligence Subsystem. 
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Section X. TRAINING PROGRAM 


10.01 Purpose 

HIDTA invests significant funding in training and related activities, within the individual 
HlDTAs and at the National HIDTA Assistance Center (NHAC). Training is one of HlDTA's 
activities that makes a significant contribution to drug law enforcement. This contribution has 
not always been recognized in large part due to lack of quantification and reporting of overall 
training accomplishments. 

This Section provides policy guidance for a national HIDTA Training Program. This is a new 
HIDTA concept. The HIDTA Training Program will provide a uniform system for determining 
training requirements, identifying training sources, and coordinating training efforts. It will 
result in HIDTA sponsored training that has a higher visibility within the HIDTA Program, is 
more responsive to actual needs, tracks accomplishments, and maximizes the effective, efficient, 
and accountable use of HIDTA resources devoted to training. 

The requirements of this section will become effective in relation to HIDTA Strategies, 
Initiatives, and Budgets for FY 2003. These requirements are presented one year in advance to 
provide ample time for preparation. The training policy presented in this section is in 
preliminary form. It will be fully developed and be presented in appropriate detail in subsequent 
editions of this policy. 

There will be no exemptions to the training policy requirements unless a request is submitted in 
writing to the National HIDTA Director, who will respond in writing, granting approval or 
denying the request. Requests for exemptions will only be considered in the following situations: 

(a) Adherence to the letter of this policy would seriously disrupt operations of the 
HIDTA, and 

(b) Substitute procedures are proposed for use by the requesting HIDTA that are 
compatible the objectives of this policy. 


10.02 Mission 

The HIDTA training mission derives from the NDCS, i.e., "Improve the ability of the High 
Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas (HlDTAs) to counter drug trafficking." Selective training 
opportunities, provided in support of HIDTA initiatives and law enforcement agencies within the 
HIDTA, will contribute directly toward accomplishing this objective. 


10.03 Description 

The HIDTA Training Program is a concept that involves three primary elements: the individual 
HlDTAs, the NHAC, and the ONDCP/NHPO. The Training Program is a system to organize the 
collective HIDTA training efforts by defining the respective training roles and responsibilities of 
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the aforementioned three elements and integrating their activities. Policy guidance will provide 
requirements and direction for the three elements, leading to increased effectiveness, efficiency, 
and accountability in the use of HIDTA resources for training activities. 


1 0. 04 Requirements 

(a) Each HIDTA will report all regional training activities conducted by the HIDTA for each 
year in a single Training Initiative. The initiative submission will include an operational 
plan for all training to be provided for the year and related budget requirements. The 
content and format for the operational plan will be included in subsequent versions of this 
policy document. 

(b) Each HIDTA will designate a Training Coordinator. This responsibility will be assigned to 
an agency representative or as a collateral duty to an existing HIDTA staff member. 

HIDTA funded staff should not be increased for this purpose without approval of the 
National HIDTA Director. 

(c) Utilization of HIDTA resources for training will be based on two principles, i.e., positive 
contribution to the mission and efficient utilization of resources. 

1 . Positive contribution to the mission 

The prospective training must be directly related to the professional assignment of the 
trainee and anticipated to measurably improve job performance. 

2. Efficient utilization of HIDTA resources 

HIDTAs will take maximum advantage of existing training programs and courses, 
rather than develop or duplicate training that is reasonably available from other 
sources. 

HIDTA training activities, or use of HIDTA resources, will not supplant training 
activities of law enforcement or other agencies. 

(d) Priorities for HIDTA training are as follows: 

1 . HIDTA Initiatives 

• Intelligence Subsystem: Analytical and related training at appropriate levels for 
personnel assigned to HIDTA intelligence centers. This includes basic 
intelligence skills training for law enforcement personnel who are assigned in lieu 
of experienced analytical personnel. 

• Enforcement Initiatives: Selective training to improve individual skills or 
initiative operations in direct support of the HIDTA mission. 
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Law enforcement officers generally have extensive training opportunities through 
their agencies and other sources. HIDTA training is not in competition with these 
activities and should not attempt to duplicate them. HIDTA should be innovative 
in sponsoring law enforcement training. It should identify training needs and 
sponsor courses that would result in a positive impact, but are not otherwise 
reasonably available through non-HIDTA sources. 

• Management Initiative: In-service training to improve the management and 
administration of the HIDTA, e.g., fiscal, inventory systems, information 
technology, etc. 

2. HIDTA participating agencies 

3. Other law enforcement agencies within the HIDTA area. 

1 0. 05 Roles and Responsibilities 

(a) Under the direction of the HIDTA Director, the HIDTA Training Coordinator will: 

1 . Serve as point of contact for training coordination and activities related to the 
individui HIDTA. 

2. Assess training needs and requirements for the HIDTA, coordinate requirements with 
the NHAC, and provide appropriate input to the training plan presented in the 
Training Initiative. 

3. Coordinate and facilitate training activities in the HIDTA. 

4. In conjunction with the NHAC, maintain and report training statistics for the HIDTA, 
maintain appropriate training records, and provide documentation of training 
completion to participants, etc. 

(b) In coordination with the ONDCP/NHPO, the NHAC will: 

1 . Document standard operating procedures for the NHAC related to training, which are 
consistent with the requirements of this policy, and submit them for approval to the 
ONDCP/NHPO. 

2. Serve as the primary HIDTA central training information and coordination element. 
Maintain roster of HIDTA Training Coordinators. Provide information and guidance 
to Training Coordinators. Sponsor training coordination meetings when needed. 

3. Develop and maintain appropriate standards for training, professional development, 
etc, related to the HIDTA program. 
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4. Assess requirements and establish a HIDTA-wide in-service training curriculum 
related to HIDTA management and administration. 

5. Develop and maintain lists of sources for training and training materials. Evaluate 
sources. Recommend use of sources based on quality, reliability, availability, costs, 
etc. 

6. Receive training requirements from Training Coordinators, consolidate requirements, 
determine appropriate sources for training, etc. 

7. Assist Training Coordinators in contracting for training courses with recommended 
sources. Negotiate favorable financial arrangements with sources, as appropriate. 

8. Develop training courses for use by the HIDTAs in situations where required courses 
are not available or where developing the course in-house is clearly cost effective. 

9. Develop the NHAC Training Catalog in conjunction with a cost analysis to facilitate 
cost-efficient use of HIDTA resources. 

10. Assist Training Coordinators in coordinating and facilitating training in the HIDTAs. 
Provide training materials, as needed. 

11. In conjunction with the Training Coordinators, maintain and report training statistics, 
maintain training records, and provide documentation of training completion to 
participants. 

12. Submit to the ONDCP/NHPO: 

• Annual Training Report describing overall HIDTA training program, 
accomplishments for the previous calendar year, challenges for the future, etc. 
The Annual Training Report is due at the ONDCP/NHPO no later than April 15 
of each year. NHAC will develop a standard format for the report and submit the 
format to the ONDCP/NHPO for approval prior to the submission of the first 
report under this program. 

• Annual Training Initiative description and budget requirements for the coming 
fiscal year. The NHAC Training Initiative and budget submission is due at the 
ONDCP/NHPO no later than June 15 of each year. The standard initiative and 
budget format will be used. 

(c) Under the direction of the National HIDTA Director, the ONDCP/NHPO will: 

1 . Oversee the HIDTA Training Program, including promulgating policy guidance, 
establishing national objectives, etc. 
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2 . Review and approve annual training initiatives and budgets submitted by the HIDTAs 
and the NHAC. 

3. Review training initiatives at the HIDTAs and at the NHAC, as part of the HIDTA 
On-Site Review Process. 

(d) The National HIDTA Training Committee is constituted under the auspices of the 
HIDTA Directors' Advisory Committee (HDAC) and consists of HIDTA Directors 
representing various HIDTA regions and representatives of the ONDCP/NHPO. The 
Committee will meet regularly. It will advise the HDAC and the ONDCP/NHPO 
regarding HIDTA training policy and, in coordination with the HDAC and 
ONDCP/NHPO, conduct activities deemed appropriate in support of the HIDTA Training 
Program. 
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Section XI. FISCAL GUIDELINES 

11.01 Terms and Conditions on Use of HIDTA Funds 

1 . Expenditure of HIDTA funds must be in accordance with the budgets approved by ONDCP 
and are subject to the terms and conditions contained in ONDCP HIDTA Program Policy, 
Code of Federal Regulations Title 21 - Part 1403 (21CFR1403), and 0MB Circulars A-87 
(Cost Principle), A-102 (Common Rule), and A-133 (Single Audit Act)."* 

2. State and local agency acceptance of the Award/Cooperative Agreement, and federal 
agency agreement to the ONDCP Memorandums of Agreement constitute acceptance of the 
terms contained therein, including reference to the provisions contained in this Program 
Policy. 

3. Supplanting of agency funds is strictly prohibited. Supplanting is defined as the 
acceptance or use of HIDTA funds in replacement of those funds which have been 
appropriated for the same purpose. Prior to the approval of the annual budget submission. 
Executive Boards must make reasonable efforts to ensure that HIDTA expenditures do not 
supplant the resource agency’s budgets. (See Section VIII 8.06 Supplanting Agency Funds 
Prohibition.) 

4. HIDTA funds must be used in compliance with the regulations and policies of the agency 
receiving the HIDTA funds. No exemptions to established agency policies are permitted by 
unilateral action of HIDTA administrators, grantees, or participants. 

5. HIDTA funds awarded to state and local agencies may be expended for a period of one 
year; this period may be extended with appropriate justification upon request. (See Section 
1 1 .03{j) Award Period Extensions for more details.) Effective with the FY 2001 
appropriation, HIDTA funds awarded to federal agencies may remain available for a period 
of two years concluding at the end of the second federal fiscal year. 


11.02 Reduction in Funding Based on Un-obligated Balances 

HIDTA funds should be used during the year for which they are requested. Each HIDTA will 
include in its grant extension request the amount of and reason for not obligating funds in the 
year provided. Funding for initiatives and/or a HIDTA may be reduced by ONDCP in the 
amount of total un-obligated funds remaining from prior fiscal years. 


1 1. 03 Fiscal Reporting Requirements 

(a) Coordination & Assistance 


4 Access the OMB Circulars on the OMB website at the following address: http://www.whitehouse.gov/onib 
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1 . Officials requesting HIDTA funds must assist in coordinating the administration 
of HIDTA funds with their agency’s administrative offices, the National HIDTA 
Director, the NHAC for state and local agencies, and ONDCP. 

2. The HIDTA Director is the award recipient’s point of contact for assistance and 
resolution of HIDTA issues. 

(b) Budget Submission Addendum: Initiative Budget Summaries 

Initiative budget summaries must be submitted with funding requests using the format 
built into the HIDTA’s budget development spreadsheet template. 

(c) Budget Submission Addendum: Budget Detail Sheet 

A Budget Detail Sheet must be submitted with every initiative budget if any of the 
requested budget items on the template require further clarification or explanation. 
Budget Detail Sheets reflect the budget for the initiative that is approved by the 
Executive Board and a separate Budget Detail Sheet is required for each budget 
template sheet. (See Appendix for the Budget Detail Sheet format.) 

(d) Application for Federal Assistance (SF 424) 

State and local agencies requesting HIDTA funds must submit the SF 424 Application 
for Federal Assistance (and associated certifications and representations) through the 
HIDTA Director to the NHAC. Issuance of awards cannot be processed until the 
properly prepared SF 424 is received by the NHAC. 

(e) Award/Cooperative Agreement 

1 . ONDCP executes approved funding requests or award modifications for state and 
local agencies through issuance of the Award/Cooperative Agreement. The 
Award/Cooperative Agreement sets forth General Provisions as well as Special 
Conditions, Payment Basis and Reporting Requirements. 

2. The award recipient is required to sign a copy of the Award/Cooperative 
Agreement and return it through the HIDTA Director to the NHAC. After the 
Cooperative Agreement is received, requests for reimbursement may be submitted 
for expended funds. For noncompliance with the Award/Cooperative Agreement, 
repayment or appropriate restrictions may apply. 

(f) Memorandum of Agreement 

Federal agencies participating or serving as fiscal agents for a HIDTA are required to 
sign a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with ONDCP prior to transference of funds. 
The MOA sets forth provisions pertaining to the scope of the initiatives, reprogramming 
of funds, reporting requirements, and financial management standards. The purpose of 
all HIDTA funded activities must directly relate to counterdrug activity. For non- 
compliance with the MOA, repayment or appropriate restrictions may apply. Each 
HIDTA may request a copy of signed MOA’s from ONDCP/FMO. 
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(g) Financial Status Report (SF 269) 

In accordance with the Award/Cooperative Agreement, state and local agencies are 
required to submit OMB SF 269 - Financial Status Report on a quarterly basis during 
the award period. SF 269’s shall be submitted through the HIDTA Director to ONDCP. 

(h) Request for Advance or Reimbursement (SF 270) 

In accordance with the Award/Cooperative Agreement, state and local agencies are 
required to submit OMB SF270~ Request for Advance or Reimbursement to request 
payments. SF 270’s shall be submitted through the HIDTA Director to the NHAC. All 
other provisions for submission of SF 270’s are contained in the Attachment to the 
Award/Cooperative Agreement. 

(i) Federal Agency Quarterly Obligation/Expenditure Reporting 

In accordance with the HIDTA MOA, federal agencies are required to submit quarterly 
reports of initiative obligations and expenditures to the HIDTA Director within 30 days 
of the end of each federal fiscal quarter during the MOA funding period. The 
obligation and expenditure reports will contain comparisons of approved budgets and 
obligations and expenditures organized by the budget categories detailed in the 
approved ONDCP/HIDTA budget. 

(j) Award Period Extension Requests 

Initiatives may request award period extensions for grants issued to their state and local 
agency fiduciaries. All requests shall be submitted in the format distributed by the 
ONDCP/NHPO. All extension requests shall be submitted to the ONDCP/NHPO. 

Prior year extension requests must include a timetable and budget synopsis detailing 
how and when all remaining funds are proposed to be expended. These requests will be 
approved on a case-by-case basis. 


11.04 Reprogramming 

HIDTA funds must be spent in accordance with ONDCP approved budgets. In the event that 
programmatic needs change, initiatives and agencies must request budget modifications through 
their HIDTA Director. The process of obtaining approvals for budget modifications is herein 
referred to as reprogramming. 

(a) Administrative Requirements 

1 . HIDTA Executive Boards are responsible for establishing local procedures to 
ensure that all approved reprogramming requests are in accordance with agency 
regulations and HIDTA Program Policy. HIDTAs that do not adhere to the 
ONDCP reprogramming guidelines contained herein may lose all reprogramming 
authority. 

2. Reprogramming of HIDTA funds requires written approval prior to funds being 
spent as proposed by the reprogramming. Reimbursement for expenditures that 
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were not in accordance with the approved HIDTA budget at the time of 
encumbrance may not be approved. 

3. All reprogramming must be submitted to the ONDCP/NHPO by the HIDTA 
Director utilizing the format distributed by the ONDCP/NHPO. 

i. Full programmatic justification and budgetary detail must be included in each 
reprogramming. Budgetary detail must be specific, e.g., when funds are 
reprogrammed into equipment, a list of equipment to be purchased must be 
provided. 

ii. In order to process reprogramming, all grant numbers, agencies, initiatives and 
budgetary figures must be provided. Incomplete submissions will be returned. 

4. HIDTA Directors are required to maintain updated budgetary records reflecting all 
approved reprogramming. 

(b) Approval Authority 

1 . Participating agencies and initiatives do not have approval authority for 
reprogramming of HIDTA fimds. 

2, All reprogramming requires written approval of the HIDTA Director, and must be 
in accordance with Program Policy and procedures set by the Executive Board: 

i. Approval authority for reprogramming within an initiative and agency is 
delegated to the HIDTA Director, subject to the limitations provided below 
under “(c) Reprogramming Guidelines and Limitations.” 

ii. All reprogramming between agencies, initiatives and distinct initiative 
components requires the written approval of the Executive Board, HIDTA 
Director and ONDCP. Initiatives that are funded by a common grant are not 
exempt from this requirement. ONDCP approval must be obtained prior to 
implementation of the requested reprogramming. 

(c) Reprogramming Guidelines and Limitations 

1 . Budget modifications within categories of an approved budget require HIDTA 
Director approval if the budgeted item or type of good or service changes, “Type” 
of good or service does not include changes in brand, model, vendor or supplier. 

2. Ftinds awarded to agencies cannot be reprogrammed into new initiatives after 
September 30th of the fiscal year in which they were granted (i.c., prior year 
awards can only be reprogrammed to initiatives that were in existence when the 
funds were originally awarded). The federal fiscal year (October 1 ~ September 
30) is the time frame that governs reprogramming between initiatives and 
agencies. 
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3. Prior year awards can only be reprogrammed between like type initiatives (e.g,, 
enforcement to enforcement) in order to preserve the original intent for which the 
funds were obligated by ONDCP. “Like type initiatives” are grouped into four 
categories - Investigative, Treatment, Prevention, and Administrative. 

i. Investigative initiatives include enforcement, interdiction, eradication, 
clandestine laboratory and those initiatives considered in direct support of 
investigations such as intelligence, prosecution, forensic, and 
surveillance/intercept monitoring. 

ii. Treatment initiatives only include treatment-related initiatives and 
programs. 

iii. Prevention initiatives include prevention-related initiatives and programs. 

iv. Administrative initiatives include management/coordination, network 
support/connectivity, and training. 

Reprogramming of prior year funds between initiatives or agencies should be held 
to a minimum. 

4. Any decrease in HIDTA funding for treatment and prevention programs from the 
FY 1999 level must be tracked and requires the prior approval from ONDCP and 
Congress. Therefore, any reprogramming request that decreases the funding level 
of such programs requires careful planning by the HIDTA. 


11.05 HIDTA Internal Review 

The HlDTA’s internal review program must ensure that HIDTA participants and grantees are in 
compliance with Program Policy and the various fiscal requirements associated with acceptance 
of HIDTA funds. Detailed policies of the HlDTA’s internal review programs are left to the 
discretion of the Executive Board. Three fiscal elements, however, must be included in the 
HlDTA’s internal review: 

(a) Review of Expenditures 

1 . The Director must review agency and initiative expenditures through either of the 
following methods: 

i. Periodic audits using sampling-based review of expenditures, or 

ii. Systematic review of expenditures (e.g., using existing ledger-based 
expenditure tracking systems) 
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2 . HIDTA’s may elect to combine both methods to satisfy HIDTA-specific needs. 
Duplication of methods is not recommended, 

(b) Compliance With Reporting Requirements 

i . The Director must monitor award recipient compliance with quarterly financial 

reporting requirements. The Director shall report to the Executive Board: 

i. Instances of non-fding. 

ii. Analysis of material variances between actual expenditures and the approved 
budget. 

(c) Expenditure T racking for Initiatives Combined Under Single Grants 

1 . HIDTA Directors must ensure that expenditures of all initiatives funded under 
single grants are tracked separately by initiative and grant year through either the 
award recipients accounting system or other expenditure tracking system (e.g., a 
HlDTA-developed spreadsheet or database). 

2. HIDTA’s and initiatives that rely on HIDTA-developed expenditure tracking 
systems are required to reconcile expenditures of both the HIDTA and agency 
accounting systems on a quarterly basis (for consistency with the SF 269 reporting 
requirements). 


1 1. 06 Restricted Expenditures 

(a) HIDTA Director and Deputy Director Compensation 

1 . Compensation for the HIDTA Director, Deputy Director, and administrative staff 
will be submitted in the Management and Coordination Initiative. The salary 
range for HIDTA Directors will conform to the federal pay level GS-15, step 1-5, 
while the salary range for HIDTA Deputy Directors will not exceed the federal 
pay level OS-14, step 5 (both to include locality adjustments). This salary range 
and fringe limit must be followed, with no exception, whether it is paid through a 
personal services contract or as an agency employee. 

2. Fringe benefits packages shall not exceed 30 percent of salary. In the event that 
the fringe package exceeds 30 percent, the salary portion must be adjusted to 
compensate for the excess fringe. 

3. ONDCP recommends that new HIDTA Directors begin at a GS-15 step 1 
(including locality adjustments) and that in subsequent years, based upon 
performance, compensation be adjusted up to the GS-15 step 5 level. 

(b) Personnel 

1 . Where supplanting is not an issue, HIDTA funds may be used for salary and 
fringe benefits if the position directly supports the HIDTA, 
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2 . HIDTA Executive Boards shall seek to establish compensation in accordance with 
the hiring agency’s pay scale. Compensation for HIDTA funded positions 
specifically in support of a HIDTA must be based on defined agency positions, or 
positions with comparable duties and responsibilities. Compensation levels may 
be established at levels not to exceed and in accordance with the federal General 
Schedule where a demonstrated lack of qualified candidates make it difficult to 
fill a position. 

3. HIDTA funds can also be used to support contract services for personnel. 
Fiduciaries hiring contractors or entering into employment contracts with HIDTA- 
funded personnel must comply with their agency rules and regulations pertaining 
to contracting. A contract employee’s compensation must be reasonable to the 
extent that it is comparable to that paid for similar work in the labor market. 

4. The HIDTA, to the extent possible, must ensure compliance with all applicable 
laws, regulations and procedures governing employment and contracts for 
employment services. Executive Boards and Directors shall ensure application of 
uniform standards in matters pertaining to personnel administration within the 
HIDTA. 

5. For positions specifically filled in support of the HIDTA Administration, the 
Executive Board and Director must document the applicable policies and 
procedures for compensation, advancement and all other personnel administration 
issues. 
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(c) Hiring Agency Certification 

Each agency that receives HIDTA funds for FTE positions must submit a certification 

to the respective HIDTA. (See Section VII 7.02 HIDTA Funded Personnel for more 

details.) 

(d) Overtime 

1 . Authorized Uses; 

i. HIDTA funded overtime must be in support of HIDTA designated 
investigations and conform to limitations established by the Department of 
Justice. Use of HIDTA overtime funding is strictly limited to HIDTA-related 
law enforcement activities and non-administrative case support. 

ii. HIDTA overtime compensation is authorized only if the participant is eligible 
for such compensation by his/her parent agency. 

2. Unauthorized Uses: 

i. Unauthorized uses of HIDTA funded overtime include support of the 
following activities; training, financial management, treatment, and drug 
demand reduction/prevention, non-investigative related administration. 

ii. Federal agency personnel may not receive HIDTA funded overtime with the 
exception of uniformed federal agents (e.g. uniformed U.S. Border Patrol, 

U.S. Customs Service, and U.S. Forest Service) personnel involved in specific 
joint drug interdiction operations. 

3. Overtime Cap: 

i. HIDTA funding of overtime for individual state and local agency personnel 
must not exceed the current equivalent to 25 percent of the federal GS-10 step 
1 level (for law enforcement personnel, referenced under the federal General 
Schedule pay scale for Law Enforcement Officers (rest of U.S.), and for non- 
law enforcement personnel, referenced under the General Schedule (rest of 
U.S.). This overtime limit may be lowered if required by respective agency 
regulations. 

ii. The annual overtime cap amount must be based on the federal pay scale in 
effect at the beginning of the parent agency fiscal year. 

iii. HIDTA funded overtime is comprised of the agency’s gross hourly overtime 
pay rate (for the individual) multiplied by the hours of overtime worked. The 
period over which an individual’s accumulated overtime is measured should 
be the fiscal year of the individual’s parent agency (to facilitate tracking by the 
parent agency accounting system). 

4. Administrative Responsibilities 

i. The parent agency of the participant receiving HIDTA funded overtime is 
responsible to ensure the aforementioned limits are not exceeded, that the 
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overtime is for HIDTA-related investigations, and that the participant does not 
receive overtime compensation from another funding source for the same 
hours worked. 

ii. HIDTA Directors and Executive Boards, as part of their internal review 
process, must ensure that HIDTA funded overtime is in support of HIDTA 
investigations and participating agency personnel are not exceeding the 
aforementioned limits. 

iii. Exceeding the limit or any misuse of HIDTA overtime funds may require 
repayment to ONDCP per the terms of the state and local agency Cooperative 
Agreements, federal Memorandums of Agreement, and applicable federal 
0MB Circulars. 

(e) Vehicles 

1 . Administration 

i. HIDTA funded vehicles must only be used for official HIDTA-related 
business. 

ii. Operators of HIDTA funded vehicles must not violate applicable vehicle 
regulations of the agency holding title or otherwise providing the vehicle. 

iii. Agencies holding title or otherwise providing HIDTA funded vehicles must 
comply with 0MB regulations pertaining to program-funded assets. 
Accordingly, in cases where vehicle operators or agencies no longer 
participate in the HIDTA program, HIDTA funded vehicles assigned to the 
operator or agency must be made available to other HIDTA initiatives and 
agencies. 

iv. Individual assignment of specific vehicles may only be made for Directors, 
Deputy Directors, and state and local law enforcement personnel on 24-hour 
recall status, provided that all are working full-time in a HIDTA initiative. 
Otherwise, vehicle assignments must be made on an ad hoc basis. 

v. In all cases, either the agency or initiative utilizing HIDTA funded vehicles 
must document vehicle assignment and usage in support of HIDTA counter- 
drug activities. It is the responsibility of the Executive Board and Director to 
ensure the proper assignment and use of HIDTA-funded vehicles. 

vi. Executive Boards will assure that appropriate insurance is maintained on all 
HIDTA-funded vehicles. 

2. Limitations 

i. HIDTA funds shall not supplant agency budgets or budget deficits. For 
example, it is strictly prohibited to utilize HIDTA funding for vehicles and 
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vehicle related expenditures, such as fiiei, repair and maintenance, when funds 
for such items are provided for in the budgets of the respective agencies. 

ii. HIDTA funds may not be used to purchase or lease vehicles, air or watercraft 
for assignment to federal agency personnel. This does not apply to HIDTA 
Directors or Deputy Directors who are employed by a federal agency. 

iii. HIDTA funds may not be used for fuel, repair and maintenance for vehicles 
purchased, leased, or otherwise acquired by federal agencies. 

(f) Liability Insurance 

1 . The purchase of liability insurance to cover liability of the Director (and the 

Deputy Director, if deemed appropriate by the Executive Board) may be listed as 
a line item expense in the Director’s budget submission, provided; 

i. Adequate liability insurance is not provided or available through the 
agency/contracting agent employing and/or housing the HIDTA Director (and 
Deputy, if applicable). If provided coverage is considered inadequate, the 
budget submission must only reflect the cost of augmenting that coverage to 
an acceptable level and a justification as to why the additional amount is 
required. 

ii. Respective HIDTA Executive Boards authorize the expenditure. 

iii. Expenditure is deemed reasonable and necessary by the ONDCP/NHPO. 

iv. To be authorized, insurance coverage needs to provide coverage reflective of 
the duties of covered individuals, for example, typical coverage provided for a 
public official. The NHAC has identified a possible source for such coverage. 
However, each HIDTA should consider available options before concluding 
that any one policy is the most advantageous to meet its need. 

(g) Information Management 

1 . The following types of HIDTA-funded Information Systems expenditure require 
approval by the ONDCP/NHPO prior to encumbrance: 

i. Development of Local, Wide Area and Virtual Private Networks (includes 
contract services and equipment purchases). 

ii. Development of specialized software applications (includes contract services 
and equipment purchases). 

iii. Purchase of major computer software applications and equipment. 

2. Requests for authorization to encumber funds for these purposes must be 
submitted in writing to the ONDCP/NHPO. Requests should provide sufficient 
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detail for evaluation (e.g., synopsis of systems, including architecture descriptions, 
software and equipment lists). 


11.07 Unallowable Expenditures 

OMB Circular A-87 and 21CFR1403 contain federal regulations governing the expenditure of 
federal funds. In addition to the disallowable items listed in OMB Circular A-87 Attachment B, 
and in furthering the specific statutory mission of the HIDTA program, the following items may 
not be submitted as budget expenses to be purchased with HIDTA funding: 

• Clothing 

• Food and beverage items 

• Personal hygiene or medication items 

• Professional association or bar dues 

• Promotional or representational items (e.g., hats, pins, T-shirts, or other 
memorabilia) 

• Gifts 

• Real property 

• Travel that does not clearly benefit the HIDTA Program 

• Weapons, ammunition, and holsters 

• Standard issue departmental-type raid/tactical gear 

• Fuel, repair and maintenance for vehicles, aircraft, and watercraft 
purchased, leased, or otherwise acquired by federal agencies 


11.08 Miscellaneous 

(a) InternetAVebsite 

Individual HIDTA websites can be linked to the ONDCP website upon approval by 
ONDCP. Such websites must be kept current and subsequent updates must be 
coordinated with ONDCP. 

(b) Printed Materials 

All publications printed with HIDTA funds (e.g., newsletters, reports) must include a 
statement clearly indicating its use in the HIDTA Program. A statement such as 
“Specially prepared for the ONDCP High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area Program” is 
appropriate for reports. 
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Section XII. PROGRAM REVIEW PROCESS 

The ONDCP must ensure that the overall HIDTA Program addresses the goals and objectives of 
the NDCS in an effective, efficient, and fiscally responsible manner. The ONDCP/ NHPO must 
be continuously aware of the management, operation, and performance of the individual HIDTAs 
so that ONDCP/NHPO can fulfill its oversight and support responsibilities in managing the 
HIDTA Program and provide recommendations to the Director of ONDCP regarding the 
Program. 

The individual HIDTAs are required to assess the drug-related threats in their areas and establish 
effective strategies and appropriate initiatives to address the threats. Performance must be 
measurable and in accordance with GPRA. HIDTA resources must be used efficiently with a 
high degree of fiscal accountability. Compliance with ONDCP/NHPO policies and procedures is 
required. 

In order to monitor the HIDTAs and to provide the oversight required by ONDCP/NHPO, a 
HIDTA Program Review Process for review of the individual HIDTAs has been established. 

The HIDTA Program Review Process addresses the following areas with regard to the individual 
HIDTAs: 

• Support of the NDCS by the strategies and initiatives of the individual HIDTAs; 

• Effectiveness of the HIDTAs' efforts in accomplishing their missions; 

• Efficiency in the use of HIDTA resources; 

• Accountability in the use of HIDTA resources; and 

• Compliance with ONDCP/HIDTA policies, program guidance, and directives. 

The HIDTA Program Review Process is coordinated by the ONDCP/NHPO. The review process is 
conducted in the following three phases: 

Phase 1 : Review of the Annual Report and the Strategy, Initiatives, and Budget 
submitted by each HIDTA. 

Phase 2: Internal Program Reviews conducted by the HIDTAs, with results forwarded to 
the ONDCP/NHPO. 

Phase 3: On-Site Program Reviews conducted at the HIDTAs, coordinated by the 
ONDCP/NHPO. 

The three phases of the review are complimentary. The phases have different perspectives, levels 
of detail, and timing. The combination provides ONDCP/NHPO with comprehensive and 
continuous awareness of the management, operation, and performance of the HIDTAs. 
ONDCP/NHPO can be assured that the HIDTA funding is invested in effective and efficient 


ONDCP/OSLA/HIDTA 09/27/01 


Section XII - page 48 



237 


HIDTA Program Policy and Budget Guidance 


activities that directly support the NDCS. The ONDCP/NHPO can facilitate the operation of the 
HIDTAs by providing appropriate feedback guidance during each review phase and by early 
detection of problems with assistance in their resolution. Lessons learned through these reviews, 
both positive and negative, can be shared with other HIDTAs for the benefit of the HIDTA 
Program. The three review phases are outlined below; 


12.01 Phase 1: Review of Annual Reports and Strategy, Initiatives, and 
Budget Submissions 

(a) Background 

The HIDTA Program requires that the HIDTAs submit an Annual Report, Threat 
Assessment, Strategy, and Initiatives/Budget on an annual basis. These reports contain 
extensive significant information concerning the management, operation, and 
performance of the HIDTAs. In addition to their other uses, the reports are also 
examined in context of the HIDTA Program Review Process by the ONDCP/NHPO. 
The review of these documents allows an initial assessment of the HIDTA's 
contributions to the NDCS and the effectiveness, efficiency, and accountability with 
which it functions. The information developed in Phase 1 supports the program review 
efforts of Phases 2 and 3. 

(b) Schedule 

Annual Reports are submitted by the HIDTAs by April 1 5 of each year. They report 
activities and accomplishments for the previous calendar year. Annual Reports are 
reviewed at ONDCP during the period April - June. 

Threat Assessments are also submitted by May 15. They are reviewed during April - 
June as background information to be used in reviewing the Strategy, Initiatives, and 
Budget submissions. 

The Strategy, Initiatives and Budget documents are submitted by June 15 and are 
reviewed during June - September. 

(c) Participants 

The ONDCP/NHPO, including assigned agency Detailees and Liaisons, reviews all 
reports. An assigned HIDTA Director may also participate. The ONDCP/FMO 
reviews the Budget submission, in conjunction with the ONDCP/NHPO. 

(d) Scope and Level of Detail 

The ONDCP/NHPO reviews each Annual Report and assesses the HIDTA's progress in 
accomplishing its mission. The ONDCP/NHPO refers questions and comments to the 
HIDTA Director regarding the Annual Report and any management or operational area 
of particular concern. 

The Threat Assessment is reviewed in relation to drug-related threats nationwide to 
assure that the threat in that area warrants the level of proposed HIDTA involvement. 
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The strategy is evaluated for its potential to effectively and efficiently address the drug- 
related concerns defined by the Threat Assessment. Each initiative is evaluated in 
terms of its past performance and future potential to effectively accomplish its 
respective anti-drug mission. The funding requirements for each initiative are viewed 
in relation to the initiative’s effectiveness, so that financial resources can be applied 
where they provide the most benefit to the mission. 

From this review, the ONDCP/NHPO assesses the efficacy of the HIDTA response to 
the drug threat in the area and can make recommendations to the HIDTA regarding 
activities and budgets. Adjustments to the strategy may be warranted. New initiatives 
may be proposed or existing initiatives may require modification, combination, or 
termination, with corresponding changes in proposed funding. Compliance with 
mandated HIDTA principles; e.g., intelligence sharing, interagency participation, 
collocation of personnel, etc. are monitored. 

The Strategy, Initiatives, and Budget submission also has a Management and 
Coordination Initiative, which describes the management of the HIDTA and related 
funding requirements. The management structure, mission, and activities are examined 
in the context of support for the initiatives and for conformity with HIDTA policy and 
program guidelines. 

The ONDCP/NHPO is joined by the ONDCP/FMO in reviewing the fiscal aspects of 
the proposal. The requests for funding are scrutinized for adherence to applicable fiscal 
practices and procedures. Expenditure trends, reprogramming of funds, etc. are also 
noted during the review of the proposed HIDTA Budget. Any problematic fiscal 
matters related to the HIDTA or to the budget process itself, are identified and 
addressed. 

(e) Reporting 

The ONDCP/NHPO refers questions and comments to the HIDTA Director regarding 
the Annual Report and confers with the Director regarding any management or 
operational area of particular concern. 

The ONDCP/NHPO reports the results of its review of the Strategy, Initiatives, and 
Budget to the HIDTA Director. Requests to the HIDTA Director for clarifications are 
made when necessary. Recommendations to the HIDTA Director for modifications to 
the HIDTA structure, operations, funding, or to the Strategy, Initiatives, and Budget 
documentation, are made as appropriate. The ONDCP/NHPO assists the HIDTA 
Director in addressing any concerns that become apparent during the Strategy, 
Initiatives, and Budget review process. 
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12.02 Phase 2: Internal Program Reviews Conducted by the HIDTAs 

(a) Background 

The Internal Program Review Process has two primary purposes. It provides a formal 
and scheduled mechanism for the HIDTA management, (i.e., Director, Executive 
Board, others, as appropriate) to review and evaluate the management, operation, and 
performance of the HIDTA. It also provides information to the ONDCP/NHPO as part 
of the overall HIDTA Program Review Process. 

Each HIDTA is required to establish an on-going process of fiscal and programmatic 
self-review and systems for measuring performance. These evaluation and self-review 
processes are also required by the HIDTA Developmental Standards. 

The Internal Program Review Process requires that HIDTA management examine all 
aspects of the HIDTA Program for effectiveness in accomplishing its mission, 
efficiency and accountability in the use of resources, and compliance with ONDCP and 
HIDTA requirements and policy. This allows the HIDTA management to detect and 
address program deficiencies, reallocate resources based on productivity criteria, and 
identify other appropriate actions to result in a more effective and efficient HIDTA. 

The ONDCP/NHPO is available to assist in resolving issues in those situations where 
its participation would be beneficial and warranted. 

Since there is wide variation in structure and operation among the HIDTAs, the Internal 
Program Review Process is designed to be flexible. As long as the minimum 
requirements of ONDCP/NHPO are satisfied, the HIDTA management has latitude in 
the scheduling and scope of the review. 

The management of a HIDTA is a continuous process requiring managers to review 
activities as frequently as necessary to ensure accountability and appropriate use of 
resources. The range of evaluation and control measures used by the HIDTA should 
not be limited by the requirements of the Internal Review Process. 

(b) Schedule 

An Internal Program Review must be conducted at least once per year by each HIDTA. 
The HIDTA management may choose to conduct reviews more frequently. 

Some HIDTAs have many initiatives and program elements and it may be disruptive to 
conduct the review in its entirety at one time. The HIDTA management has the option 
to schedule it in phases, as long as the equivalent of the entire review is conducted as 
least once per year. If the size or complexity of the HIDTA, lack of sufficient review 
personnel, or other factors preclude reviewing the entire HIDTA within a year, then the 
situation should be discussed with the ONDCP/NHPO. Appropriate arrangements will 
be made, e.g., extend the review period, provide review personnel, etc, to accommodate 
the situation. 
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The scheduling of the review is at the discretion of the HIDTA management. In 
January of each year, the HIDTA Directors will be asked to forward their internal 
review schedule for the coming year to the ONDCP/NHPO, Exact dates are not 
necessary. Indicating which program elements will be reviewed during which months 
or even which quarters, will suffice. HIDTA management may revise the scheduling of 
the reviews at any time, with notification to the ONDCP/NHPO. The ONDCP/NHPO 
needs this information to monitor compliance with the Internal Program Review 
Process and to coordinate scheduling of the On-Site HIDTA Program Reviews 
conducted by its staff. 

(c) Participants 

The HIDTA Director will be the primary point of contact with the ONDCP/NHPO 
regarding the review. However, the HIDTA Director may use other persons to assist 
with the review. Other participants might include members of the Executive Board, the 
HIDTA Director’s immediate staff. Initiative Supervisors, and others associated with 
the HIDTA. Evaluation initiatives may have a defined role in the review process. 

Some HIDTAs use formal presentations by Initiative Supervisors to the review team as 
part of the initiative review process. 

For financial management reviews, the services of an outside auditor may he utilized. 
The temporary services of an auditor may he available from a participating agency, 
another HIDTA, or by contract. 

(d) Scope and Level of Detail 

The scope of the Internal Program Review is designed to be flexible. Each HIDTA is 
unique and the HIDTA management may design an Internal Program Review outline 
based on the structure of the individual HIDTA and particular management needs. 
However, the scope of the review must include at least the aspects of HIDTA 
management and operations listed below. These categories are considered essential to 
the overall HIDTA review process and are directly related to the scope of on-site 
reviews conducted by the ONDCP/NHPO. 

The HIDTA Internal Program Review must review the management, operations, and 
performance of the HIDTA in relation to: 

♦ Compliance of management and operations with all ONDCP/HIDTA policies and 
program guidance 

♦ Attainment of HIDTA Developmental Standards regarding: 

• Intelligence and information sharing 

■ Teamwork 

■ Strategic planning and execution 

• Accountability 
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♦ Performance in relation to National Drug Control Strategy, mission, threat. 

■ Overall performance of the HIDTA 

• Performance of the initiatives 

■ Systems for evaluating initiative performance 

♦ Financial and Inventory Management 

• Financial control system and records 

■ Selected audits of expenditures 

• Inventory control system and records 

• Selected audits of inventory items 

♦ Additional reviews as determined by HIDTA management. 

The level of detail of the Internal Program Review is also flexible. There is a 
relationship between the scope and level of detail of the internal reviews conducted by 
the HIDTA and the on-site reviews coordinated by the ONDCP/NHPO. The 
ONDCP/NHPO has the results of the internal reviews conducted by the HIDTA. From 
this information, it can adjust the scope and level of detail of its on-site review, based 
on the thoroughness of the internal review in certain areas, perceived problem areas, 
etc. It is expected that the coverage of successive internal and on-site reviews will be 
adjusted, based on mutual feedback between the two review phases. (See Section XI 
1 1 .05 HIDTA Internal Review for more details.) 

Each HIDTA shall develop an infernal review outline and submit a copy of it to the 
ONDCP/NHPO. Any subsequent revisions to the review outline should also be 
forwarded. HIDTAs should also submit procedures, checklists, etc. that are used in 
conjunction with the outline. The ONDCP/NHPO reviews the outline and other 
materials for sufficiency and directs any comments in this regard to the HIDTA 
Director. The ONDCP/NHPO will respond to HIDTA requests for assistance in 
developing review outlines. 

(e) Reporting 

The documentation related to an internal review should consist of guidelines, completed 
checklists, etc. used for the review and summary reports with the results of the review. 
The summary reports should include a narrative indicating the period, participants, 
areas covered, etc. A general summary of results should relate to the overall HIDTA, 
with individual summaries for each program element that was reviewed. Favorable 
comments may be succinct; areas of concern should be explained fully. 

Copies of the above documents should be forwarded to the ONDCP/NHPO upon 
completion. Except for a forwarding memorandum to the National HIDTA Director, 
this should require no additional documentation to that which the HIDTA would 
normally prepare for use by the Director and the Executive Board. The ONDCP/NHPO 
needs this information to carry out its responsibilities in the overall review process, 
including preparing for on-site reviews of the HIDTA. 
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If a situation is revealed that the HIDTA management considers especially urgent, 
critical, or sensitive, the facts should be communicated to the National HIDTA Director 
immediately. This would include situations that could negatively impact the HIDTA’s 
ability to function or succeed in its mission, unusual conditions that could cause harm 
to persons, serious integrity issues, loss of funds, egregious behavior or activities that 
could cause liability or significant embarrassment to the HIDTA Program, etc. 

When forwarding the review documents to the ONDCP/NHPO, the HIDTA Director 
should include a memorandum to the National HIDTA Director briefly summarizing 
the review. Program areas or situations identified by the review that require remedial or 
corrective action should be reported. Any action already taken by the HIDTA 
management to address the concerns and the results of the action should be included. 
Any future action that is required should be presented with details of what is required, 
who will take the action, when the action will be taken, etc. 

Some issues or deficiencies require a long time to resolve. Sometimes a resolved issue 
resurfaces. Any findings of the internal review that were identified during a previous 
internal review by the HIDTA, or by an on-site review by the ONDCP/NHPO, should 
be clearly labeled as an “unresolved issue” and addressed appropriately. 

Specific requests by the HIDTA Director for assistance from the ONDCP/NHPO in 
resolving identified problems may be made in this memorandum. The submitted 
documents are reviewed by the ONDCP/NHPO in terms of both process and results. 
The ONDCP/FMO assists with reviews relating to fiscal matters. Questions, 
comments, and recommendations related to the review process or to results that require 
no action by the ONDCP/NHPO will be forwarded to the HIDTA Director, generally 
within three to four weeks of receiving the documents. 

The ONDCP/NHPO requests that the internal review documents be forwarded as paper 
hardcopies accompanied to the degree possible by the same information in electronic 
form. 

The ONDCP/NHPO will retain submitted internal review documentation for a 
minimum of two years, or completion of two complete internal review cycles by the 
HIDTA. Longer retention may relate to unresolved issues, use in conjunction with a 
pending on-site review, etc. Each HIDTA may establish its own retention guidelines, 
but a minimum two-year or two-cycle standard is recommended. 
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12.03 Phase 3: On-Site Program Reviews Conducted at the HIDTAs by the 
ONDCP/NHPO 

(a) Background 

The third phase of the overall HIDTA Program Review Process consists of 
comprehensive reviews of the HIDTAs conducted on-site at the HIDTAs by teams 
coordinated by the ONDCP/NHPO. As with the other phases, the purpose of the review 
is to assess the effectiveness of the HIDTA program, the efficiency and accountability 
with which it uses HIDTA resources, and adherence to ONDCP and HIDTA 
requirements and program policy. 

The process identifies efficiencies and unique successes achieved by a HIDTA that can 
be shared with other HIDTAs. It also identifies program deficiencies so they can be 
addressed. This contributes to improved HIDTA management and operations. 

(b) Schedule 

Each HIDTA will be subject to an on-site review periodically. This on-site review 
process, in conjunction with the internal reviews conducted by the HIDTAs themselves, 
satisfies the policy requirement for annual evaluations. 

On-site program reviews are scheduled in advance. In January of each year, the 
ONDCP/NHPO issues a tentative on-site review schedule for the year. The schedule 
must remain flexible to account for necessary changes due to concerns that have been 
revealed through Phase 1 or Phase 2, a necessary review per request of the HIDTA, or 
other unforeseen issues that arise. In the event of any change in the schedule, the 
HIDTA would be informed in advance. 

The duration of an on-site review is a function of the geographical and organizational 
size and complexity of the HIDTA being reviewed, as well as any special review 
considerations that may require additional time. The number of persons on the review 
team can be increased to accommodate reviews of large HIDTAs. The review team 
should generally be able to complete the review activities at the HIDTA within a five- 
day workweek. 

(c) Participants 

The on-site review is coordinated by the ONDCP/NHPO. This Office will assemble the 
review team and provide a staff member to serve as Review Team Coordinator. The 
Review Team Coordinator is responsible for coordinating all aspects of the on-site 
review. This includes pre-review preparation, coordination with HIDTA management, 
assignment of review tasks to team members, coordination of review activities, and 
preparation and presentation of review findings. 

Review teams may include personnel from the following sources: 

• The ONDCP/NHPO 
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• The Departments of Justice and Treasury 

• A visiting HIDTA Director 

HIDTA Directors are asked to volunteer to serve as members of the review team 
because of their first-hand experience in HIDTA management. Their participation 
also facilitates the sharing of insights among other HIDTA Directors regarding 
both positive and negative practiees. A visiting HIDTA staff member, with 
particular expertise, may also be included on the review team. 

• Contract audit personnel from an independent accounting firm 

Contract audit personnel may eonduct fiscal audits of the HIDTA, and/or HIDTA 
grantees in conjunction with or aside from reviews being conducted by the review 
team. This process will be coordinated with the ONDCP/FMO, which may also 
send representatives as part of the review team. 

(d) Scope and Level of Detail 

Prior to the on-site visit, the review team will peruse information at the ONDCP/NHPO 
relating to the HIDTA. The purpose of this review is to (1) familiarize all members of 
the review team with details regarding the HIDTA, (2) determine the general scope and 
level of detail for the on-site review, and (3) identify areas of focus. 

This information examined during this preparation period includes the materials related 
to the other two phases of the overall review process. Phase 1 documents include the 
Annual Report, the Threat Assessment, and the Strategy, Initiatives, and Budget, 
including correspondence between ONDCP and the HIDTA regarding funding 
questions, reprogramming of funds, etc. 

Phase 2 documents, i.e., information relating to internal reviews conducted by the 
HIDTA, are examined with regard to procedures, scope and level of detail, and results 
of the internal review. 

The On-Site Program Review Process is designed to be able to cover all aspects of the 
HIDTA’s management and operation. In practice, however, the scope and level of 
detail of the review of a HIDTA varies. The validity and thoroughness of the internal 
review conducted by HIDTA management and reported to the ONDCP/NHPO, factor 
significantly in determining the scope and level of detail of the on-site review. 

The input of the HIDTA Director is also sought during preparation for the review. Any 
suggestions from him/her regarding who to interview or what areas of the HIDTA 
should receive particular emphasis are taken seriously. The Director is also invited to 
advise the team regarding its approach and demeanor in interviewing persons or 
requesting records, in any areas where particular sensitivities exist. While the Director's 
input is important, it is not definitive regarding coverage by the review team. 
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The HIDTA Director is informed in advance of the aspects of the HIDTA to be 
reviewed. The HIDTA Director may be asked to make advance preparations for 
availability of certain documents, arrangements for interviews and visits, etc. 

At the beginning of the on-site review, the Review Team Coordinator and members of 
the team will meet with the HIDTA Director to discuss the review activities. The 
review will utilize detailed procedures and checklists covering all aspects of HIDTA 
management, operation, and performance. The process will involve interviews, reviews 
of records, and observations. 

Specific and detailed fiscal audits will be conducted to ensure that the HIDTA utilizes 
proper fiscal control systems and is accountable for HIDTA resources. Standards and 
coverage requirements for these audits will be determined in conjunction with the 
ONDCP/FMO. The fiscal audit team may consist of contract personnel from an 
independent accounting firm. If so, the audit team prepares an independent report of its 
findings. 

HIDTA intelligence initiatives are viewed with special significance. Individually, the 
intelligence center serves as the focal point for the HlDTA’s operations. Collectively, 
they are considered the national vehicle for sharing of drug enforcement information 
among federal, state, and local agencies. Because of their importance to the HIDTA 
Program, the on-site review will examine the intelligence center(s) as they currently 
exist, but also with view of what they might be in an expanded network of the future. 

In general, the on-site review consists of the following; 

♦ Interviews with: 

• HIDTA Director 

■ Executive Board Chairman and/or his designee(s) 

■ Representatives of participating agencies 

■ Supervisors of selected initiatives 

• Other persons, as appropriate 

♦ Management Review 

■ Use of good management practices, standard operating procedures, etc. 

■ Compliance with ONDCP/HIDTA policy and program guidance 

■ Review of management in relation to HIDTA Developmental Standards for 
Strategic Planning and Execution, i.e.. Planning (including Threat Assessment 
and Strategy), Initiative Execution, Resource Management 

■ Review of management practices in relation to HIDTA Developmental 
Standards for Accountability, i.e.. Fiscal Controls, Inventory Controls, 
Information Management 


♦ Financial Review 
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• Use of sound fiscal practices and procedures 

■ Compliance with policy and program guidance regarding financial matters. 

• Review of budget process, expenditure trends, reprogramming, etc. 

■ Review of fiscal control procedures and records, with selected audits related to 
personnel, payroll, fringe benefits, overtime, travel, services, supplies, 
facilities 

• Review of procedures regarding, and selected audits of, funds received from 
sources other than normal HIDTA funding 

■ Review of equipment purchases, inventory control procedures and records, 
with selected audits 

♦ Performance Review 

• Review of Strategy and Initiatives in relation to Threat Assessment 

• Review of HIDTA progress in relation to Developmental Standards for 
Teamwork, i.e.. Task Force Operations, Training 

■ Review of system(s) for evaluating initiatives and overall HIDTA 
performance 

• Review of overall HIDTA performance in relation to threat, mission. 
Performance Measures of Effectiveness and expected Outputs and Outcomes 

♦ Intelligence Review 

■ Management, agency participation, etc. of the Intelligence Center 

• Operations, operational procedures, access to information, support for 
initiatives 

• Compliance with ONDCP/HIDTA requirements for Intelligence Initiatives 

• Review of progress in relation to Developmental Standards for Intelligence 
and Information Sharing, i.e.. Event Deconfliction Services, Case/Subject 
Deconfliction, Post Seizure Analyses, Analytical Case Support, Connectivity 
to Other Databases, Strategic Intelligence 

• Performance: Performance measures, performance evaluation process, 
attainment of expected outputs 

■ Use of HIDTA funds 

■ Potential role in an expanded intelligence network. 

♦ Initiatives Review 

■ Management, agency participation, etc. of the initiative. 

■ Operations and Operational Procedures 

• Compliance with ONDCP/HIDTA requirements regarding initiatives 

• Performance: Performance measures, performance evaluation process, 
attainment of expected outputs 

• Interaction with Intelligence Center 

• Use of HIDTA funds 


(e) Reporting 
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At the end of the On-Site Program Review, preliminary results will be presented at a 
meeting with the HIDTA management before the review team departs the HIDTA. 
Within a specified time period, the results will be submitted to the HIDTA management 
in writing. 

The On-Site Final Report will document the results of the on-site review with positive 
and negative areas identified as Observations, Findings, Instructions. Suggestions 
provided by the on-site review team to correct deficiencies or improve the effectiveness 
or efficiency of the HIDTA are identified as Recommendations. 

An Observation is described as an activity of positive note demonstrating the HIDTA’s 
progress, coordination, or cooperative nature, which enhances the mission of the 
HIDTA and embodies the overall concept of the HIDTA Program. Such activity is 
worthy of recognition as a Best Practice and should be considered by all HIDTAs. 

A Finding is a serious deficiency in compliance with approved HIDTA programmatic 
or fiscal guidelines or a circumstance that significantly impedes the ability of the 
HIDTA to achieve its desired outcomes. A Finding requires corrective action to be 
implemented within 30 days with written documentation of correction provided to the 
ONDCP/NHPO. 

An Instruction is a situation mandating remedial action to correct a lapse in 
programmatic or fiscal compliance. This procedural oversight does not significantly 
impede the ability of the HIDTA to achieve its desired outcomes. An Instruction 
requires a report of completed corrective action to the ONDCP/NHPO within 90 days 
of the final report. 

A Recommendation is a suggestion to correct an identified deficiency or lapse or a 
proposed improvement to the HIDTA operation in order to enhance its efficiency or 
effectiveness. A Recommendation is a non-binding suggestion that can be accepted or 
rejected by the Executive Board and/or the HIDTA Director. 

The ONDCP/NHPO will monitor Findings and Instructions and is available to provide 
appropriate assistance to the HIDTA in addressing these concerns. Appropriate 
exchanges between the HIDTA and the ONDCP/NHPO will continue, with mutually 
established milestones and/or reporting dates, until the problem(s) identified in the 
Findings and Instructions are resolved. 

The ONDCP/NHPO will permanently retain final reports of the on-site review. Interim 
reports and working papers will be retained until at least the next on-site review of the 
HIDTA is completed. Longer retention may be required for unresolved issues or 
continuing problem(s). 
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APPENDIX A: DEVELOPMENTAL STANDARDS 


A) Intelligence and Information Sharing 


Basic 1 Intermediate | Optimal 

1 . Event Deconfliction Services 

A.i.l r service to all HIDTA 
task forces 

A. 1.2 r work week availability 

^ same day service 

A . L4 t service to all drug 
control agencies within HIDTA 

A.t.5 i service to all law 
enforcement in HIDTA region 

A. 1.6 r" 24 hours/7 day 
availability 

* immediate service 

2. Case/Subject Deconfliction 

A.2.1 r criminal subject 
deconfliction to all HIDTA task 
forces 

A.2.2 r" pQijijej. index service to 
the HIDTA region 

A.2.3 ^ connectivity of all 
HIDTA task forces to the 
intelligence center and each other 

A. 2.4 1 connectivity to national 
pointer index 

A. 2.5 r pointer index service to 
other HIDTA and HIDTA 
agencies 

3. Post Seizure Analysis 

A,3.l r jjQc pgjj seizure 

analysis 


* post seizure analysis and 
national dissemination 

4. Analytical Case Support 

r case support for most 
significant cases 

A. 4.2 r" jpccific analytical 
support to HIDTA task forces 
(e.g. toll. Title III, and 
document analysis) 

A.4.3 r fiiihservice case support 
to all HIDTA cases upon request 
(complete analysis including 
prosecution stage) 

5. Connectivity to Other Databases 

A.5,1 r collocated access to 
major databases 

A. 5.2 r access to regional 
intelligence 

A.5.3 1 access to unique 
databases 

'^•5-4 i access to domestic 
intelligence 

^ access to global 
intelligence 

6. Strategic Intelligence 

* • collection of trend and 
pattern analysis 

^ full trend & pattern 
analysis, special assessments 
produced 

A. 6.3 1 predictive analysis 
(strategic intelligence products) 
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B) Teamwork 


Basic 

Intermediate 

Optimal 

1. Task Force Operations 

® ' ‘ ^ multi-jurisdictional, 
collocated task forces (exceptions 
must be approved) 

B i* joj„( OCDETF level 

investigations, HIDTA region 
multi-task force operations 
(information exchange, case 
coordination) 

B.1.2 ! routine/institutional 
multi-task force OCDETF 
operations 

® ’-3 i task force operations 
with other HIDTAs 

2. Training 

B. 2.1 i joint training for HIDTA 
task forces 

B.2.2 i joint training for 

HIDTA region 

B'3-3 • export specialized 
training to requesting HIDTAs 


C) Strategic Planning and Execution 


Basic 

Intermediate 

Optimal 

1. Planning 

c. 1,1 r develop available 

HIDTA region Threat 

Assessment, Strategy, and Annual 
Report 

Cl . 2 r eorrelate Strategy to 
Threat 

C.1.3 r identify measurable 
objectives 

c.l,4 r produce measurable 
outputs and outcomes 

Cl. 5 r achieve targeted 
(articulated) outputs and 
outcomes 

c.i.® ^ establish evaluation 
capacity 

Cl. 7 ! integrated planning with 
other HIDTAs 

2. Initiative Execution 

f implement initiatives 
which execute Strategy 

C.2.2 i integrated systems 
approach among HIDTA task 
forces (investigation, 
intelligence, interdiction, 
prosecution) 

C.2.3 1 integrated systems 
approach within HIDTA region 
(parole, courts, probation, 
corrections, testing, sanctions) 

3. Resource Management 

C.3J r correlate budget to 
Strategy (Initiatives) 

c.3.2 i periodically review and 
reallocate resources 

C.3.3 ; continuous review and 
reallocation of resources 
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D) Accountability 


Basic 

Inteimediate 

Optimal 

1. Fiscal Controls 

D establish sound fiscal/ 

programmatic management 
including shared fiscal reports 
among EXCOM members 

D l-2 r identify and implement 
resource saving systems, 
eliminate duplication 

D.t.3 r implement scheduled 
self-inspection program to 
monitor HIDTA resources 

D.1.4 r" share successes, 
failures with all HlDTAs 
(recommend best practices) 

’ implement self-review 
process to evaluate initiatives and 
recommend programming needs 
to EXCOM 

D.1.6 i adapt efficiencies 
developed by other HlDTAs 

2. Inventory Controls 

* ^ establish and maintain 
HIDTA equipment inventory and 
control system 

D.2.2 i system allows sharing 
of equipment between initiatives 

D'2-3 i sharing of equipment 
with other HlDTAs 

3. Information Management 

D.3.1 r" establish an information 
management system 
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APPENDIX B: FORMATS 


B.Ol Annual Report 
I. INTRODUCTION TO THE HIDTA 

A. Data Reflected Covers the Period of ^to (Reporting Year) 

B. FY (last full fiscal year) Budget: $ 

C. Designated in (Month/Year) 

Funding Received in (Month/Year -for new HIDTAs only) 

D. Geographic Area of Responsibility (List counties by state.) 

E. Mission Statement: 

In support of the National Drug Control Strategy, Goal 2, Objective 2 - [to] “Improve the 
ability of the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas (HIDTAs) to counter drug 
trafficking” (the most predominant goal that pertains to the HIDTAs) - this HIDTA’s 
mission is 

F. Participating Agencies (Give the number of full-time and part time HIDTA assigned 
personnel separately. Part-time in this section refers to regularly participating 
members.) 



Full-time 

Part-time 

Total 

(Full-time plus Part-time) 

Federal 




State 




Local 




National Guard 




JTF-6 




Other 




Total 





G. Initiatives Effect on the Strategy: (Categorized by subsystem, provide a brief description of each 
initiative and a narrative of the initiative 's accomplishments that reflect how the initiative has 
improved the ability of the HIDTA to counter drug trafficking.) 

H. Executive Board Membership (List the number of Executive Board members, broken out by local, 
state and federal agency; and attach a list of the Board.) 
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II. OVERALL HIDTA OUTPUTS AND OUTCOMES 

A. Expected and Actual Overall Outputs and Out<X)mes 

(Based on Expected/Desired Outputs and Outcomes in the previous year 's Strategy.) 

• Report on overall HIDTA outputs and outcomes, not initiative by initiative, 

• All subsystems must be reflected in this section. Support Subsystem should be 
broken out by category (treatment, drug demand reduction, crime lab, training, etc.). 

• If desired, breakdown the Investigation Subsystem into drug trafficking, money 
laundering, drug-related violent crime, drug fugitives, drug gangs, drug production, 
etc. 


Expected Overall Outputs and Outcomes | 

Actual Overall Outputs and Outcomes 




B. Discussion on the HIDTA’s Major Accomplishments (Outcomes and Outputs). (Free 
form. Use attachment if preferred. ) 

Discussion: 


1 , Case-Related (Briefly discuss highlights for the year, including on-going 
investigations without disclosing case sensitive information. Do not use case 
specific information only things that would go in a news release. Discussions 
should be to the point and only highlight significant accomplishments. NOT every 
case.) 

2. System-Related (Briefly discuss any developmental break-through worth 
mentioning, e.g. highlights and big accomplishments for the HIDTA.) 

C. Trends: Changes in Behavior of Drug Trafficking Organizations {Observations on 
changes in operations of targeted organizations in .subjects such as Communications (ie. 
type of communication used; percentage of crypted telephones encountered); Costs/Fees 
(+/- money laundering fees; +/- transportation fees); Distribution Patterns, or 
Price/Puriiy. Site Source. (Source documentation subject to validation at On-Site 
Review.) 

D. Sharing with Other HlDTAs and/or Non-HIDTA Jurisdictions (Briefly discuss sharing 
with other HlDTAs and/or non-HlDTA jurisdictions.) 

E. Cooperative Law Enforcement (One of the things HlDTAs do best is enhance the level of 
cooperation among federal, state, and local law enforcement agencies. Describe your 
accomplishments in this area.) 
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III. PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS 

A, #1: HIDTA Developmental Standards 
1 . Matrix 

Directions: This section refers to the ONDCP HIDTA Developmental Standards Matrix 
distributed in the Appendix of the HIDTA Program Guidance. The matrix is divided into 
four categories - Intelligence and Information Sharing, Teamwork, Strategic Planning & 
Execution, and Accountability. Within each category, there are itemized topics with 
milestones that each HIDTA seeks to achieve. Each milestone has an increased level of 
progression, beginning at the most basic requirement, to intermediate, and, finally, to 
optimal as the goal. Accomplishing each milestone, and progressing from basic to 
optimal, is the desired goal. 

Using the tables below, which were designed from the ONDCP HIDTA Developmental 
Standards Matrix, mark the check- boxes next to the milestones that the HIDTA has 
achieved from program inception through 2000. At the end of each category table, there 
is a Remarks section to discuss the success or constraints of progress towards any of the 
itemized topics. 

Each milestone has a designated check-box that has been given a corresponding number 
to identify the milestone in order to make reference to it. These milestone identifying 
numbers contain the category (A, B, C, or D), topic number within the category, and 
number within the topic. 


a) INTELLIGENCE AND INFORMATION SHARING 


Basic 

Intermediate 

Optimal 

I. Event Deconfliction Services 



A. 1.1 r service to all HIDTA 

A. 1.4 1 service to all drug 

A I.5 ■ service to all law 

task forces 

control agencies within HIDTA 

enforcement in HIDTA region 

A.1.2 r work week availability 


A-l-6 24 hours/7 day 

availability 

’ same day service 


’ immediate service 


2. Case/Subject Deconfliction 
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^ criminal subject 
deconfliction to all HIDTA task 
forces 

^ ' pointer index service to 

the HIDTA region 

' connectivity of all 
HIDTA task forces to the 
intelligence center and each other 

’ connectivity to national 
pointer index 

A.2,5 i pointer index service to 
other HIDTA and HIDTA 
agencies 

3. Post Seizure Analysis 

* ad hoc post seizure 
analysis 

^ post seizure analysis 
and dissemination for HIDTA 
task forces and participating 
agencies 

A.3.3 a seizure analysis and 

national dissemination 

4. Analytical Case Support 

* case support for most 
significant cases 

' specific analytical 
support to HIDTA task forces 
(e.g. toll, Title 111, and document 
analysis) 

A. 4.3 ! full-service case support 
to all HIDTA cases upon request 
(complete analysis including 
prosecution stage) 

5. Connectivity to Other Databases 

A-51 i collocated access to 
major databases 

A.5.2 r access to regional 
intelligence 

1 access to unique 
databases 

> access to domestic 
intelligence 

A.5.5 r access to global 
intelligence 

6. Strategic Intelligence 

A.6.1 r collection of trend and 
pattern analysis 

A.6.2 F fell (fend & pattern 
analysis, special assessments 
produced 

' predictive analysis 
(strategic intelligence products) 


REMARKS: {Optional. Reference the corresponding milestone number to discuss the success or 
constraints of progress for any of the itemized topics in this category.) 


b) TEAMWORK 


Basic 

Intermediate 

Optimal 

1. Task Force Operations 

® ' ' multi-jurisdictional. 

B r joint OCDETF level 

B i-2 • routine/institutional 

collocated task forces (exceptions 

investigations, HIDTA region 

multi-task force OCDETF 

must be approved) 

multi-task force operations 
(information exchange, case 

operations 


coordination) 

B l-3 ' task force operations 
with other HIDTAs 
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2. Training 

B.2.1 r joinf {raining fpf jjjqxa 
task forces 

B.2.2 1 joint training for 

HIDTA region 

B-2-3 < export specialized 
training to requesting HIDTAs 


REMARKS: {Optional Reference the corresponding milestone numbers to discuss the success or 
constraints of progress for any of the itemized topics in this category.) 


c) STRATEGIC PLANNING AND EXECUTION 


Basic 

Intermediate 

Optimal 

1. Planning 

C.I.I i develop available 

HIDTA region Threat 

Assessment, Strategy, and Annual 
Report 

C'1-2 r correlate Strategy to 
Threat 

C'l-3 f identify measurable 
objectives 

C ' "* * produce measurable 
outputs and outcomes 

c.1.5 1“ achieve targeted 
^articulated) outputs and 
outcomes 

C-'-6 < establish evaluation 
capacity 

C l-7 ' integrated planning with 
other HIDTAs 

2. Initiative Execution 

C,2,l r implement initiatives 
which execute Strategy 

C2.2 C integrated systems 
approach among HIDTA task 
forces (investigation, 
intelligence, interdiction, 
prosecution) 

C.2.3 r integrated systems 
approach within HIDTA region 
(parole, courts, probation, 
corrections, testing, sanctions) 

3. Resource Management 

C.3.1 ! correlate budget to 
Strategy (Initiatives) 

C.3.2 1 periodically review and 
reallocate resources 

C-3.3 i continuous review and 
reallocation of resources 


REMARKS: {Optional Reference the corresponding milestone numbers to discuss the success or 
constraints of progress for any of the itemized topics in this category.) 
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d) ACCOUNTABILITY 


Basic 

Inteimediate 

Optimal 

1. Fiscal Controls 

^ establish sound fiscal/ 
programmatic management 
including shared fiscal reports 
among EXCOM members 

D.1.2 ^ identify and implement 
resource saving systems, 
eliminate duplication 

D.1.3 ' implement scheduled 
self-inspection program to 
monitor HIDTA resources 

^•1'^ ^ share successes, 
failures with all HIDTAs 
(recommend best practices) 

' implement self-review 
process to evaluate initiatives and 
recommend programming needs 
to EXCOM 

D.1.6 ? adapt efficiencies 
developed by other HIDTAs 

2. Inventory Controls 

^•2-^ ^ establish and maintain 
HIDTA equipment inventory and 
control system 

D.2.2 i system allows sharing 
of equipment between initiatives 

D-2.3 3 sharing of equipment 
with other HIDTAs 

3. Information Management 

D-31 1 establish an information 
management system 




REMARKS: {Optional. Reference the corresponding milestone numbers to discuss the success or 
constraints of progress for any of the itemized topics in this category. ) 


2. List all Investigative Support/Intelligence Centers) and the date{s) they became 
operational: 


3. Summary 

a) Using the milestone identifying numbers, indicate the milestones specifically 
achieved during this reporting year. 


b) What percentage of the National HIDTA Developmental Standards has been 
accomplished to date by this HIDTA? 

Total number of milestones accomplished to date _ _ 

56 (total number of milestones) 56 


ONDCP/OSLA/HIDTA 09/27/Oi 


Appendix B-6 



258 


HIDTA Program Policy and Budget Guidance 


B. #2: Impact On Drug Trafficking/Money Laundering Organizations^ By HIDTA Funded 
Initiatives 

1. Drug Trafficking/Drug Money Laundering Organizations in the HIDTA Region 


Level 

a Identified 

# Targeted 

U Disrupted 

#Dismantled 

Total Impact 
% Disrupted + 
Dismantled 

Local/Regional'’ 






National 






Internationals 






TOTAL 







2. Related Discussion: (Optional) 


C. #3 : DRUG-RELATED VIOLENT CRIME 
1. Crime Rates 

Directions: Report violent crime rates for the entire HIDTA region. If this is not possible, as 
is with multi-state HIDTAs, HIDTAs with large geographic areas, and HIDTAs encompassing 
several counties, report on the critical targeted areas within the HIDTA. HIDTAs reporting on 
the entire region can additionally report on target areas if desired. 

If reporting on critical targeted areas, or measurable geographically defined areas ~ county, 
city(s), community(s), briefly explain how they were determined. 


- increase/decrease 


Areas: HIDTA Region or 

Targeted Areas 

Homicides 

Robbery 

Aggravated 

Assault 


Burglaiy 







Total # of each crime 


■■■I 



HIHIH 

% up or down 






Crime rate based on population 






Source/date/population base of data: 

Area 2: 






Total # of each crime 






% up or down 






Crime rate based on population 







5 Organization: for HIDTA purposes, the definition of an organization is five or more people, organized in some 
fashion, who gain substantial income from a continuing series of drug-related activities. [Continuing Criminal 
Enterprise, 21 USC 848] 

6 Local/Regional Level Organization: organizations operating at a local or regional level, within the desi^ated 
HIDTA area. 

7 National Level Organi^tion: organizations operating at a national level. 

8 international Level Organization: organizations operating at an international level. 
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Source/date/population base of data: 

(Duplicate for additional Areas.) 

2. Related Discussion: (Optional) 


IV. STATISTICAL OUTPUTS OF HIDTA INITIATIVES 

(This section helps to draw a picture of the depth and scope of the HIDTA. It is not a 
measurement of ‘impact This section reflects the collective output of HIDTA initiatives only. 
These statistics are attributed to the participating agencies ' contribution to the area.) 

Directions: Fill in for 2000, and where possible, for 1999 and 1998. Compute difference from 
1999 to 2000. 


1. Arrest Data 

Ouantitv 

1998 

1999 

2000 

+/- % (’99, 
’00) 

1 Total Airests 






REMARKS: (Optional.) 


2. Drug Seizures 

Quantity 

1998 

1999 

2000 

+/- % (’99, 
’00) 


Cocaine 

Kilos 

Kilos 

Kilos 



Heroin 

Kilos 

Kilos 

Kilos 



Cannabis (bulk) 

Kilos 

Kilos 

Kilos 



Cannabis Eradication (plots) 






Cannabis Eradication 
(plants) 






Methamphetamine 

Kilos 

Kilos 

Kilos 



Clandestine Labs 

Type: 






Other: 






Other: 






Other: 






Other: 






Other: 






REMARKS: (Optional.) 


3. Asset Seizures (in | 


Quantity 
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dollars) 

1998 

1999 

2000 

+/- % (’99, 
’00) 


U.S. Currency 






Other: 






Other: 






Other: 






Total Value Seized Assets: 






REMARKS; (Optional) 


4. Investigative Activity 

Quantity 

1998 

1999 

2000 

+/- % (’99, 
’00) 


Title III Initiations 






Pen Registers 






Pager Intercepts 






OCDETF Cases Initiated 






Total Cases with 

Intelligence Analysts 
Assigned 






REMARKS: (Optional) 


5. Investigative Support 

Center/ 

Intelligence 

Center Activity 

Ouantitv 

1998 

1999 

2000 

+/- % (’99, 
’00) 


Event/Subject Deconfliction 
Inquiries 






Charts/Graphs 






Telephone Tolls 






Document Analysis 






Geo-mapping 






Link Analysis 






Statistical Analysis 






Intelligence Profiles 






Photographs 






Other: 






Other: 






Other: 






Other: 






Other: 
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Other 







Other 







Other 







Other 







REMARKS: (Optional) 


V. CONCLUSION/CLOSING STATEMENTS/ADDITIONAL PERTINENT 
INFORMATION 

(Use this area to report any information that has not been reported above.) 
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B.02 Threat Assessment 

(a) Threat Assessment Format - General Information 
Report Classification 

HIDTA Threat Assessments are widely distributed, as is information extracted from the 
Threat Assessments for various purposes. Therefore, it is important that the Threat 
Assessment contains no national security classified information, nor any information 
considered "law enforcement sensitive." 

Report Due Date 

Information collection for the Threat Assessment is a continuous process, with the 
annual report reflecting the most up to date information available at the time of 
publication. 

The annual Threat Assessment report is due at the ONDCP National HIDTA Program 
Office no later than May 1 5 of each year. 

Report Form 

The Threat Assessment reports will be provided in two forms: electronic and hardcopy. 

Complete reports will be provided on Compact Disks with text stored in Microsoft 
Word 7.0 format. This is to include embedded objects such as pictures stored in 
Bitmap format and spreadsheets stored in Microsoft Excel 7.0. The reason for this 
standard is to insure that the Threat Assessment can be converted to HTML for web 
enabling. In the future, Microsoft Word's HTML converter will be used to publish on 
the HIDTA Intranet. 

Complete and appropriately bound hardcopies of the Threat Assessment report will also 
be provided. These copies are distributed beyond the HIDTA and it is important that 
high standards be maintained for these publications. They should be attractive and 
user-friendly documents, not just unedited or poorly formatted printouts of the 
electronic version. 

Report Format and Content 

An established format contributes to more uniform coverage among the HIDTAs. It 
also facilitates the collective use of the Threat Assessments to assemble nationwide 
information on specific topics. 

The attached format is to be used for all HIDTA Threat Assessments. The topic areas 
are consistent with previous HIDTA format guidance, with minor changes in order. 
Threat Assessment Preparation Notes provide additional details regarding the content of 
the Threat Assessment. 
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(b) Threat Assessment Outline 

I. Executive Summary 

II. Methodology 

III. Environment and Related Threats 

A. Geography 

1 . Air Threat 

2. Land Threat 

3. Sea Threat 

B. Demographics 

C. Economics 

D. Other 

IV. Drug Threats 

A. Overall Scope of Drug Threats 

B. Cocaine/Crack 

1 . Assessment of the Threat 

2. Abuse 

3. Availability 

4. Associated Crime and Violence 

5. Production 

6. Transportation 

7. Distribution 

C. Heroin 

1 . Assessment of the Threat 

2. Abuse 

3. Availability 

4. Associated Crime and Violence 

5. Production 

6. Transportation 

7. Distribution 

D. Methamphetamine 

1 , Assessment of the Threat 
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2. Abuse 

3. Availability 

4. Associated Crime and Violence 

5. Production 

6. Transportation 

7. Distribution 

E. Marijuana 

1 . Assessment of the Threat 

2. Abuse 

3. Availability 

4. Associated Crime and Violence 

5. Production 

6 . Transportation 

7. Distribution 

F. Other Drugs 

1 . Assessment of the Threat 

2. Abuse 

3. Availability 

4. Associated Crime and Violence 

5. Production 

6. Transportation 

7. Distribution 

V. Drug Trafficking Organizations and Activities 

A. Number of Identified Organizations 

1. Local/Regional 

2. National 

3. International 

B. Profiles of Identified Organizations 

C. Activities 

1. Production 

a. Organizations 

b. Quantities of Drugs 

c. Methods 

d. Emerging Trends 

2 . Transportation 

a. Organizations 
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b. Quantities of Drugs 

c. Routes and Methods 

d. Emerging Trends 

3. Distribution 

a. Organizations 

b. Quantities of Drugs 

c. Methods 

d. Emerging Trends 

4. Finance/Money Laundering 

a. Organizations 

b. Amounts of Money 

c. Methods 

d. Emerging Trends 

5. Other Related Criminal Activities 

a. Organizations 

b. Methods 

c. Emerging Trends 

VI. Drug-Related Crime Rates 

VII. Outlook 

(c) Threat Assessment Preparation Notes 

These Threat Assessment Preparation Notes provide information regarding the expected 
content of the Threat Assessment. Notes are presented in the same format order as the 
topics to which they apply. 

General Notes: 

The format outlines topics normally reported in Threat Assessments. However, in 
developing their strategies, individual HIDTAs may require additional information that 
is not specifically listed in the format, (e.g. drug-related activities in a particular 
neighborhood.) Additional topics may be included in the Threat Assessment; to the 
degree they are consistent with the strategic scope and purpose of the document. 

The ITireat Assessment is a strategic intelligence document that reports the drug-related 
threats to the HIDTA area. Information regarding the HIDTA's strategy, initiatives, 
enforcement elTorts, accomplishments, etc. shall not be reported in the Threat 
Assessment. Other HIDTA reports, i.e.. Strategy, Budget Submission, Annual Report, 
etc are designated for reporting this information. 
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The format has separate sections relating to Drug Threats and to Drug Trafficking 
Organizations and Activities. Overlapping information is reported in the two sections. 
Some redundancy is necessary to increase the utility of the document. In reporting this 
information, the emphasis and level of detail should be adjusted to support the focus of 
the section. 

Notes keyed to Format: 

I. Executive Summary 

The Executive Summary is an overview of the information that is contained in the 
Threat Assessment, with emphasis on the most critical aspects of the threat. It is 
2-3 pages in length, with subjects organized in similar order as the Threat 
Assessment. 

II. Methodology 

Briefly describe the process by which the Threat Assessment was developed. 
Mention agencies that contributed personnel or information to the development of 
the Threat Assessment, and other significant sources or documents used. 

III. Environment and Related Threats 

Discuss the geographic, demographic, economic, social, and legislative 
conditions within the area that do or might contribute to drug distribution and 
abuse. Describe the area ’s transportation infrastructure. Discuss railways, 
interstate highways, ports of entry and maritime activity, international airports 
and destination countries, and any other factors that may affect the movement of 
goods to, through, and within the area. Also, include information on any 
financial centers in the area that may facilitate drug-related money laundering. 

IV. Drug Threats 

A. Overall Scope of the Drug Threat 

Introduce the material to be presented in the succeeding .sections related to 
specific drugs. Establish the priorities of concern for the various drugs in the 
area, by relating which ones pose the greatest threats. Drug information that is 
not specific to a particular drug (e.g., combined drug abuse information) may 
also be presented. 

Drug trafficking organizations and their respective activities are discussed in 
detail in Section V. Therefore, references to these organizations in relation to the 
specific drugs may be brief. 
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B.- F. Cocaine/Crack, Heroin, Methamphetamine, Marijuana, Other Drugs 

Section B and subsequent drug sections contain specific information concerning 
Cocaine/Crack, Heroin, Methamphetamine. and Marijuana. Other drugs, of 
importance in the area, e.g., pharmaceuticals, club drugs, etc., may be presented 
in one or more separate sections following the same format. Arrange these 
sections according to the severity of the threat they pose, beginning with the drug 
that represents the greatest threat to the area and concluding with the drug that 
poses the least threat. 

Discuss the following elements in each drug section as separate subheads: 

1 . Assessment of the Threat 

Provide a brief introduction to the discussion of the drug as it affects the area. 

2. Abuse 

Describe the abuse problem in the area. Include charts containing statistical 

data and provide a discussion of that data. Include such relevant information as 
the number of drug-related deaths, the number of arrests for possession or other 
drug-related offenses, the number of child ahuse/neglect cases related to drug 
abuse, the number of addicts seeking treatment, emergency room mentions, 
findings from school, household, and hospital surveys, etc. Discuss this data in 
its historical context, paying particular attention to increases or decreases. 

3. Availability 

Discuss the availability of the drug in the area. Provide information on drug 
prices and purity levels, seizures, and cases heard in special drug courts. Include 
available statistical data, comparing it to prior years. 

4. Associated Crime and Violence 

Discuss violence related to drug abuse and/or drug distribution. Explain whether 
the violence is intrinsically linked to the drug itself or whether the violence stems 
from disputes associated with the transportation or distribution of the drug. 
Include a discussion of the criminal groups involved, highlighting any national or 
international ties or associations these groups may have. 

Describe the drug-related crimes that have been committed in the area. Explain 
the link between crime and drug use. Use statistical data to assess how many 
crimes are committed by people who are using or distributing drugs. 

5. Production 
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Describe the methods and volume of the drug cultivation, conversion, or 
production occurring in the area. Begin by determining where the drug is 
primarily cultivated, converted, or produced. If the drug is not cultivated, 
converted, or produced in this area, then briefly describe where these activities 
are occurring. 

If the drug is cultivated, converted, or produced in this area, include a detailed 
discussion of the following: where the activity is occurring (both general — Cook 
County — and specific — in motel rooms, warehouses, and trailers); how much of 
the drug the activity yields; what criminal groups or gangs are involved; what 
methods are employed; what raw materials are used (include information on 
precursor diversion and seizure.^). Also, include statistical and anecdotal 
information about laboratory seizures and clean up (include clean up costs and 
environmental damage). Finally, discuss developing trends. 

6. Transportation 

Describe how the drug is transported into the area, focusing on the route the drug 
travels from its domestic source or from the U.S. border, if appropriate. 

Describe how the drug is moved within the area. Discuss the major groups 
involved: the routes traveled— maritime, air, overland: and the methods 
employed— body carries, hidden compartments in vehicles, hidden shipments in 
fresh produce, etc. Be as specific as possible. Mention particular routes 
("Cocaine is tramported via 1-95. ’’) and specific means of conveyance ("Cocaine 
was concealed in baby strollers. ") 

Determine what locations (if any) serve as transportation hubs or transshipment 
points to outside areas. If a city in the area functions as a transportation hub, 
identify the distribution centers that it serves. If a city in the area is a 
transshipment point to other cities, provide detailed information about how the 
drug is smuggled to those cities and how it is divided or repackaged. Also, 
identify its probable destination and the route it travels to arrive there. The 
following are suggested definitions for a location 's function: 

Transportation hub: a city or area that is the intended 
primary destination for drugs and from which one or more 
distribution centers are supplied. Transportation hubs 
usually function as distribution centers as well. 

Transshipment point : a city or area in which drugs are 
temporarily stored with the ultimate intent being 
transportation to another location for distribution. 
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Distribution center, a city or area that supplies drugs to 
local markets in and out of the state. 

1. Distribution 

Describe all the phases (wholesale, midlevel, retail) of the distribution process, 
including identifying the major group(s) involved in the drug 's distribution within 
the area. Determine where these groups operate, the quantities they distribute, 
and the drug prices they demand. 

Describe the methods of distribution these criminal groups employ (e.g., open-air 
street sale.s, person-to-person sales, sales from stash houses, use of beepers and 
cellular telephones, etc.) Also, discuss the prices the drug commands on the retail 
market and the amounts that users typically buy. Include comments regarding the 
drug 's packaging (foil, heat-sealed plastic, etc.). 


V. Drug Trafficking Organizations and Activities 

The focus of this section is on drug trafficking organizations and their activities. Some 
of the information regarding production, transportation, distribution, etc., overlaps 
information presented in Section IV in relation to specific drugs. Structure the 
emphasis and level of detail of this redundant information to provide an understanding 
of the organizations and their operations, rather than focusing on the drug problem, as 
in the previous section. 

A, Number of Identified Organizations 

State the number of drug trafficking organizations that have been identified and 
are currently operating in the area and meet the qualifying conditions indicated 
below. Indicate separate totals for organizations whose scope of operations is: 

1. Local/Regional 

2. National 

3. International 

Include organizations that are engaged in any or all of the activities of drug 
production, transportation, distribution, or money laundering. 

The quantitative requirement for consideration as a "drug trafficking 
organization" is based on the standards of the Continuing Criminal Enterprise 
statute, 21 USC 848, i.e., five or more persons, committing a continuing series of 
violations, obtaining substantial income or resources. 
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B. Profiles of Identified Organizations 

This section requires the reporting of information regarding specific drug 
trafficking organizations. Descriptions of organizations should be as definitive as 
possible, without revealing information that is "law enforcement sensitive " or 
otherwise classified. 

Drug trafficking organizations should be described as to their size, ethnic 
composition, organizational structure, areas of operation, trafficking activities, 
types and quantities of drugs, methods of operation, etc. 

Significant organizations may be described individually. Organization names are 
not required, but specific information regarding the organization may he 
reported. 

Organizations that share common characteristics, (e.g., street gangs), may be 
described collectively, if appropriate. 

C. Organization Activities 

This section relates drug trafficking organizations to drug trafficking activities. 

1 . Production 

Identify organizations that are involved in drug production. Include 
information regarding the types and quantities of drugs produced, methods of 
operation including sources of materials and product distribution, emerging 
trends, and any other relevant information. 

2. Transportation 

Identify organizations involved in drug transportation and smuggling. 

Discuss types and quantities of drugs transported, routes and methods used, 
emerging trends, and any other relevant information. 

3. Distribution 

Identify organizations involved in drug distribution Include information 
regarding types and quantities of drugs distributed, sources and customers, 
methods of operation, emerging trends, and any other relevant information, 

4. Finance/Money Laundering 
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Identify organizations involved in financing drug trafficking activities and/or 
laundering of drug-related proceeds. Discuss amounts of money involved, 
methods of operation, emerging trends, and any other relevant information. 

5. Other Related Criminal Activities 

Identify organizations involved in criminal activities related to drug 
trafficking, e.g., firearms trafficking, public corruption, etc., to the degree these 
activities are significant in the area. Discuss the nature of the activities, 
methods of operation, emerging trends, and any other relevant information. 

VI. Drug-Related Crime Rates 

Present statistical data regarding drug related crime. 

VII. Outlook 

Address the following questions in this section: 

■ What indicators, changes, patterns, and trends can be identified or concluded 
from the available information? 

• What warnings, vulnerabilities, strengths, and intelligence gaps can be 
identified or concluded from the available information? 

• What is predicted for the future and on what are the predictions based? 
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B.03 Strategy 

The HIDTA Strategy details the Executive Board’s plan to reduce the identified drug threat in the 
HIDTA region. The Strategy shall be linked to the drug threat and initiatives through a clear 
delineation of the relationship between: (1) the problems posed by the threat, (2) the actions to be 
taken by the participating agencies and (3) the anticipated impact on the region. HIDTA funds 
will be expended in a manner to maximize the leveraging of local, state, and Federal agency 
contributions that are committed to the HIDTA mission. 

The HIDTA Strategy describes how the Executive Board maintains oversight and direction of the 
HIDTA, the regional HIDTA Intelligence Subsystem, and the plan for area law enforcement 
agencies to coordinate and combine drug control efforts. The Strategy must embody the spirit of 
the HIDTA Program, clearly demonstrating how local, state, and Federal agencies have 
combined drug control efforts to reduce drug trafficking, eliminate unnecessary duplication of 
effort, maximize resource, and improve intelligence and information sharing. 

I. Environment 

A. Note HIDTA area of responsibility, listing all designated counties by state 

B. Provide a brief overview of the threat assessment that highlights the most critical 
drug threat in the region. Reference to the HIDTA Threat Assessment Summary 
is acceptable. 

II. HIDTA Mission 

Reflects the overall mission of the HIDTA, which should be consistent with the goals of 
the National Drug Control Strategy as well as the statutory criteria. 

III. Overall Concept of Strategy 

This section should capture what the HIDTA as a “coordination umbrella” is doing. It 
should demonstrate the equal partnerships and balancing of efforts of the regional law 
enforcement agencies. 

A. Structure — The structure will provide a general overview of the HIDTA 
system, noting who and what is involved in the building and implementation of 
the HIDTA Strategy, from conducting the threat assessment, to developing and 
approving initiatives that combat the threat, and evaluating the impact of the 
initiatives. 

B. Composition — The composition will describe the actual organization of the 
HIDTA, discussing the role and makeup of the Executive Board, HlD'fA Director, 
and if applicable. Deputy Directorfs), and Executive Board Sub-committees; and 
the number of full-time federal, state, and local law enforcement participants, and 
other participants. The role of OCDETF should also be noted, as all HIDTAs 
pursue OCDETF case designations as a matter of course. 
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C. Unity of Effort — This section will demonstrate how local, state, and federal 

agencies have combined drug control efforts to reduce drug trafficking, eliminate 
unnecessary duplication of effort, maximize resources, and improve intelligence 
and information sharing under HIDTA. A discussion of each subsystem will 
describe how that subsystem will support and implement the strategy. 

C-1 Each subsystem will support and implement the Strategy as follows: 
a. Intelligence Subsystem Description: 

Every HIDTA will have an Intelligence Subsystem, which contains one or 
more HIDTA intelligence centers, which is a primary component of a 
HIDTA and the HIDTA Program. 

The core Intelligence Subsystem functions should include: 

• Event Deconfliction 

• Case/Subject Deconfliction 

• Post Seizure Analysis 

• Analytical Case Support 

• Strategic Intelligence 

• Facilitation of connectivity between and/or among local, state, 
and federal law enforcement agencies, criminal databases as 
well as other informational databases, HIDTA intelligence 
centers, national intelligence centers, and databases 

• Develop drug threat assessments 

• Encourage the reporting of drug seizures by agencies to the 
National Drug Seizure system at EPIC when developed 

• Facilitate Photo-Imaging Network capability (optional 
depending on regional need) 

Describe how the Intelligence Subsystem will support and implement the 
Strategy. Depict a clear picture of the components and the services and 
functions that the center(s) provides to support drug enforcement activities 
of the HIDTA initiatives and those of participating agencies. Compliance 
with program guidance must be evident, i.e. full-time, collocated multi- 
agency persormel and databases. The related HIDTA Developmental 
Standards and General Counterdrug Intelligence Plan (GCIP) requirements 
should be depicted in the discussion. 

In some cases the Intelligence Subsystem is contained within an 
Investigative Support Center (ISC) initiative, which might also contain 
additional support elements, such as technical equipment pools, electronic 
surveillance monitoring facilities, etc. In this case, distinguish between 
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which elements are part of the Intelligence’s Subsystem and those that are 
not. 

If more than one intelligence initiative exists, discuss what the relationship 
is among the separate initiatives and how they all coordinate and interact 
with one another. Also, note if they are electronically connected to each 
other. 

b. Investigation Subsystem Description: 

Give a brief description of how, overall, all the initiatives that make up the 
Investigative Subsystem will support and implement the strategy. 

c. Interdiction Subsystem Description; (if applicable) 

Give a brief description of how the Interdiction subsystem will support and 
implement the strategy. If any investigative subsystem initiative conducts 
interdiction-related investigations in addition to other investigative 
techniques, then this should be discussed here, too. NOTE: not all 
HIDTAs have interdiction subsystem initiatives. 

d. Prosecution Subsystem Description: (if applicable) 

Give a brief description of how the Prosecution Subsystem will support 
and implement the strategy. Clarify if the prosecutors comprise an actual 
HIDTA initiative or if they are part of other HIDTA investigative 
initiatives. NOTE; not all HIDTAs have prosecution subsystem 
initiatives, 

e. Support Subsystem Description: (if applicable) 

List the support initiatives that apply to the HIDTA separately and 
describe how each will support and implement the Strategy. (Drug 
Demand Reduction, Treatment, Crime/Forensic Lab, Investigative Tech 
Support, Training, Computer Support, etc.) 

C-2 Operational Task Forces 

List and provide a brief description all operational task forces. 

IV. Organizational Chart — Include an organizational chart of the HIDTA administration 
from the Executive Board to the support staff. Include full-time and part-time 
participants and indicate all HIDTA funded positions. All members of the Management 
and Administration Initiative must be depicted. 

V. Developmental Standards Attainment — The Strategy should address progression 
toward attainment of the HIDTA Developmental Standards. This should entail a 
narrative of the expected developmental standards that the HIDTA will seek to achieve 
for the period that is covered by the Strategy, The Strategy must include a description of 
how it will address the performance targets set by GPRA. 
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VI. Expected Overall Outcomes - The Strategy must identify overall outcomes that are 
expected to be achieved with successful implementation of the proposed initiatives. The 
overall outcomes should be broad and somewhat generic rather than listing a cumulative 
total of all the initiative's outputs. Outcomes should include, but are not limited to 
disrupting/ dismantling drug trafficking and money laundering organizations, reducing 
drug-related violent crime, and progression in the HIDTA developmental standards. The 
expected outcomes should predominantly focus on Goal 2, Objective 2 of the National 
Drug Strategy. Outcomes from all subsystems for which the HIDTA has initiatives must 
be represented in this section, but DO NOT list outcomes per initiative. 

VII. Resources to Implement Strategy. Refer to the individual initiatives. 
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B.04 Initiatives 

INITIATIVE TITLE: 

Title should be reflective of the initiative. In multi-state HIDTAs, please indicate which state the 
initiative is in unless it is included in the title. 

Combining task forces/groups/units at either the same or separate locations to form a single 
initiative for the purpose of satisfying the full-time, multi-agency requirement is not acceptable. 
All initiatives with more than one task force/group/unit must identify and discuss each task 
force/group/unit separately, and provide a clear justification demonstrating how these separate 
task forces/groups/units cooperate and coordinate their activities. This justification must detail 
the added value in combining these task forces/groups/units and the expected enhanced 
enforcement results. ONDCP may require such initiatives to he separated into different 
initiatives or place reprogramming or other restrictions on such initiatives. 


I. MISSION STATEMENT 

The Mission Statement is a meaningful, to the point, brief statement that reflects how the 
initiative will impact the threat and how it relates to the strategy, 

II. INITIATIVE DESCRIPTION 

Can be brief, but needs to provide enough information for the reader to understand the 
operations of the initiative/task force(s) and to support the outputs and budget. Do not 
include law enforcement sensitive information. Minimally, the system description should 
include the following (which can be in bullet format or included in a narrative 
paragraph): 

A. Report if this initiative changed in any way from last year's submission and 
approval. If initiative has been terminated, since approved last year, please provide 
a brief explanation why, any actual outputs achieved and the status of remaining 
funds. If initiatives are being merged, please note which ones are being merged and 
provide a brief explanation why. If this initiative has been revised for any other 
reason, e.g. operational focus or name change, please provide brief explanation of 
what changed and why. 

B. A description of the operations and structure of this initiative who/what 
specifically are the targets - drug type(s), level and activity of organizations, 
investigative techniques. 

C. A statement of how and how often this initiative interacts and shares information 
with the HIDTA intelligence center. 

D. A statement of how, how often and what type of services this initiative receives 
from the HIDTA intelligence center. 
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E. Collocated/Commingling’ of full-time federal and state/local participants. If not, an 
explanation is required as well as a Program Policy Exemption form. 

F. Full-time multi-agency’° participation. If not, a clear explanation is required as well 
as a Program Policy Exemption form. 

G. Lead agency(s). 

H. Physical location (city, stale) of initiative. 

I. Note if this initiative is located in same facility as other HIDTA initiatives, or other 
agencies or non-HIDTA task forces, 

J. Note if facility or HIDTA space is HIDTA-funded, 

K. For initiatives with multiple units/groups/etc., list all units/groups/etc. Describe 
how these units/groups/etc. interact together to form a single initiative. Note the 
location of each and identify those in the same facility. 

L. If appropriate, highlight any unique or exceptional aspects (e.g. K-9 interdiction for 
the first time in the state, efforts contributed to changes in law, a new level of 
agency collaboration, first time or unique computer forensics or stash house effort, 
etc.). 

M. If the initiative is an existing task force, intelligence or support operation, or other 
program, then the value added of such a group to the HIDTA must be evident. 
Additionally, if the existing group is an investigative support element, i.e. 
intelligence, laboratory, technical, etc., then the amount of HIDTA funds allocated 
by the Executive Board must be determined based on specific measurable support 
provided to the FIIDTA, as demonstrated in the outputs. 


If a HIDTA Intelligence Subsystem Initiative: 

• Include how all initiatives share information and support the HIDTA intelligence 
center and how, in turn, the HIDTA intelligence center provides support to the 
HIDTA initiatives. Include developmental standards intelligence and information 
sharing aspects relative to the current capabilities of the Intelligence center, and 
planned for the near and far future. For example, note if there are commercial and 

^ The Collocation/Comrainglmg as it relates to HIDTA drug task forces and initiatives, denotes full-time federal 
and state/local agencies working together in the same facility; with free and open access and interaction among all 
participants in all HIDTA initiatives that are housed in the same facility. HIDTA initiatives shall seek to house 
multiple HIDTA ftmded initiatives, composed of multi-agency participants, in a central location(s). Such a 
location(s) would optimally be void of any physical barriers that prohibit or hinder the interaction and commingling 
of participants between initiatives. Optimally, one of the initiatives in the central location would be the HIDTA 
intelligence center. Until this level of collocation can be achieved, the minimal acceptable HIDTA initiative will 
constitute the housing of full-time multi-agency participants who commingle and work together in space approved by 
the Executive Board. Regardless of location, all HIDTA participants and initiatives must have access to and interact 
with the HIDTA intelligence center. 

10 Multi-agency participation for HIDTA is full-time federal and state/iocal (optimally state and local) participation 
in a single HIDTA initiative and drug task force, who are physically collocated and commingled in the same facility. 
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criminal databases on-site; electronic connectivity to HIDTA initiatives, participating 
agencies, states, and/or HIDTAs, and services provided (Event Deconfliction, 
Case/Subject Deconfliction, Post Seizure Analysis, Telephone Tolls, Link Analysis, 
Intelligence Profiles, Title III Support, Charts/Graphs, Trend and Pattern Analysis, 
Analytical Case Support, and Other). 

• Different components/units of the intelligence center should be described, e.g. Watch 
Center, Analytical Group, Strategic Unit, Financial Unit, etc. 

• If more than one Intelligence Subsystem element exists, explain how this one 
integrates with the other(s). 

• If the intelligence initiative is an existing unit/group of an agency that has been 
enhanced or expanded through HIDTA resources, it must be evident in the narrative 
that HIDTA is the primary customer and how it prioritizes HIDTA support. The 
added value of HIDTA resources and how the HIDTA funds provide a greater 
benefit to the HIDTA than to the agency receiving funds must be evident. 

If a Prosecution Initiative or Unit: 

• It must be evident in narrative if these prosecutors exclusively support HIDTA and if 
not, what percentage of time and type of support are provided to HIDTA cases. 

If a Support Initiative: 

• If an investigative support initiative, i.e. crime/forensic lab, surveillance support, 
or technical support group, the need and support provided to the HIDTA must be 
measurable and detailed. It must be evident how HIDTA is prioritized. 

• If training, note how training is coordinated with the National HIDTA Assistance 
Center (NHAC). 

• If treatment or prevention, answer the following; 

1 . List alternative funding sources received. 

2. List which local/state and federal programs or agencies where resources have 
been leveraged or will become integrated as a result of this initiative. 

3. Causal linkages to specific outcomes that reduce drug trafficking. 

4. Descriptions of measurable benefits to the HIDTA that are greater than to the 
agency receiving the funds. 

5. Documentation that the initiative will complement or enhance initiatives or 
programs of other agencies. 

6. List of HIDTA task forces that benefit from the supporting initiative. 

III. PARTICIPANTS 
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This section identifies all agencies and the quantity and positions of personnel 
participating in the initiatives that work towards reported objectives and outputs. Include 
known additional personnel who will be added if this budget is approved or added in the 
near future. 


• If this initiative has several task forces/squads/groups/components, please list each 
task force/squad/group/component separately in this Section. 

• Provide the total number of personnel per agency, including contractors. 

• Identify personnel by titles. Identify supervisory personnel, agents/officers, and 
support personnel (e.g. administrative, analysts, chemists). Every position 
identified must identify the agency affiliation. This includes Contractors. Please 
note that HIDTA is not an agency and personnel should not be identified as 
'HIDTA ’. For example: 

5 Mayberry PD (1 Sgt., 2 Detectives (I HIDTA funded), I 
Secretary, 1 Contract Systems Admin (HIDTA funded)) 

• Identify all HIDTA funded positions and in the budget template identify the task 
force/squad/group/component for each funded position in the personnel, fringe, and 
services (for contractors) categories. 

• Separate full-time from part-time and collocated from non-collocated. 

• Be consistent with titles of personnel, including above in the Initiative Description, 
and in the budget template and Budget Detail Sheet. 

• Provide totals. 

• All agencies for which funds are requested in the related budget must be identified 
in this section. If this is not the case, use Budget Detail Sheet to explain. 

Total of full-time, collocated members: 

Quantity Agency Quantity Agency 


Total of part-time, collocated members: 

Quantity Agency Quantity Agency 


Total of non-collocated members, separate full-time (f/t) and part-time (p/t) 

Quantity Agency Quantity Agency 


In addition, the following agencies participate frequently and/or are available on an as- 
needed basis: 
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IV. OUTPUTS 

Outputs must be quantifiable and measurable, related to the mission, support the level of 
funding requested, and demonstrate targeting of the Government Performance Results 
Act (GPRA) performance targets. Outputs are the results produced by the initiative, e.g. 
number of drug trafficking organizations disrupted or dismantled, and number of arrests, 
drug, currency, and other assets seized, prosecutions initiated, etc. When identifying 
quantifiable outputs/outcomes such as dismantle X number of drug trafficking 
organizations or reduce by X% the number of drug trafficking organization as identified 
in base year, prior year or base year statistics should documented for comparison 
purposes. 

For initiatives with several task forces/squads/groups/components, outputs must he 
reported for each task force/squad/group/component if the components are not part of the 
same subsystem, do not have the same mission and types of targets, are non-collocated, 
are not under one unity of command. 

If the initiative is an existing investigative support element, i.e. intelligence, laboratory, 
technical, etc., or a training unit, then the amount of HIDTA funds allocated by the 
outputs must demonstrate specific measurable support provided to the HIDTA in order to 
justify the requested budget. 

For continuing initiatives, each expected output reported last year should have an 
accompanying actual output. Expected outputs for current year funding request should 
be based on the previous years ' actual outputs and, when possible, expectations should 
he higher. If this request merges initiatives that were separate last year, report expected 
and actual outputs separately for each initiative. 

Outputs are to be reported based on the calendar year. Therefore, the following three 
years of information is required in this section: C¥ 2000 expected and actual outputs; CT 
2001 expected outputs as these are in process and outstanding; and CY 2002 expected 
outputs, which are proposed to be accomplished under this funding request. Select either 
one of the style-formats below for this section. 

Do not include law enforcement sensitive information. 


A. CY 00 Expected Outputs: 

(as reported in FY 99 proposal) 

B. CY 00 Actual Outputs: 

(all expected, .should have an actual) 




C. CY 01 Expected Outputs: (as reported in FY 00 proposal) 


D. CY 02 Expected Outputs: 
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OR 

A/B. CY 2000 Expected and Actual Outputs: 

Expected: 

Actual: {response to expected output above.) 

Expected: 

Actual: {response to expected output above.) 

C. CY 2001 Expected Outputs; (as reported in FYOO proposal) 

D, CY 2002 Expected Outputs: 

V. SUMMARY ACTIVITIES IMPACTING OTHER AREAS OF THE COUNTRY 

Give a brief text summary of efforts that this initiative supported outside the HIDTA, 
including with other HIDTAs, eg. major hand-off cases or enforcement or intelligence 
assistance given to non-HIDTA cases and agencies. 

VI. INITIATIVE’S BUDGET 

A. FY 2002 Request for initiative: $ . (Attach the 

corresponding budget behind this initiative write-up). 

B. Previous year’s funds for this initiative: 

(2001) $ - Initial approved request plus any supplemental funds 

$ - Actual budget, including reprogrammings 

(2000) $ - Initial approved request plus any supplemental funds 

$ - Actual budget, including reprogrammings 

(1999) $ - Initial approved request plus any supplemental funds 

$ - Actual budget, including reprogrammings 

C. Provide a brief explanation if this initiative has in excess of 25% remaining in FY 00 
funds. 

D. Identify any other fiscal years where outstanding money remains. If any of these 
fiscal years have 25% or greater of funds remaining from the original approved 
amount in that year, please explain. 

E. All budget requests must be submitted on the form (Microsoft Excel template) 
approved by the ONDCP/NHPO. These budget sheets must contain specific details 
and reflect the amount and categories approved by the Executive Board. 

F. Provide a budget summary sheet for the initiative (categories per funding recipient). 

VII. BUDGET DETAIL SHEET 

Where applicable, attach a Budget Detail Sheet for each budget sheet directly in front of or 
behind the corresponding budget sheet. 
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B. 05 Budget Detail Sheet 

A Budget Detail Sheet must be submitted with every initiative budget if any of the requested 
budget items on the template require further clarification or explanation. A separate Budget 
Detail Sheet is required for each budget template sheet. Explanations should be provided for any 
out of the ordinary, unusually high, or other unique funding requests that are depicted on the 
initiative budget sheets (template) as approved by the Executive Board. This is not for regular; 
self-explanatory funding requests; therefore, not all initiative budgets or budget items will be 
reflected on a Budget Detail Sheet. Also, information for which funds are not requested should 
not be depicted, i.e. personnel/fringe for positions funded by the agency/department. 

Explanations provided on the Budget Detail Sheet do not take the place of the detail required on 
the budget sheet (template). It is recommended that dollar values be used only when needed for 
the explanation. See examples provided below. 

A. Personnel 

Explain any personnel issues that are out of the ordinary or require an explanation. For 
example, if only a percentage of funds are requested for an officer or if funds are requested 
for salary and not for fringe, provide a brief explanation. 

For HIDTA funded personnel, mention if certification letters have been signed and are 
retained at the HIDTA. 

B. Fringe 

Same as above. 

C. Overtime 

Explain if overtime funds are for a pool, how monitored and controlled to ensure that they 
go towards HIDTA investigations and that individual amounts do not exceed HIDTA limit 
per officer. 

Provide justification for overtime requests for part-time and non-collocated personnel. 
Provide justification for overtime requests for support (analysts, administrative) personnel. 

D. Travel 

Provide explanation for large funding requests for travel. 

E. Facilities 

Briefly discuss buildout/renovation costs, for example ‘justified due to the fact that XYZ 
Agency is providing space at no cost to HIDTA ”. 

F. Services 

Provide brief justification for vehicle request for part-time and non-collocated personnel. 
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Provide brief explanation and details for personnel service contracts (e.g. contracts to 
agency for greater than one person, Title III, evaluation, etc.). Provide details of services 
for other types of contracts such as network administration/development, treatment and 
prevention services, etc. 

G. Equipment 

Explain any specialized equipment requests or high cost items. 

H. Supplies 

Provide explanation for large funding request for supplies. 

I. Other 

Provide explanation for large funding requests for PE/PI. 

Explain if PE/PI is requested for multiple funding recipients in this initiative. 


B.06 Budget 

Funding requests, with sufficient detail, must be submitted in the proper budget categories and in 
the Microsoft Excel Template provided by ONDCP/NHPO. All budget requests must be 
approved by the HIDTA Executive Board and submitted with the respective initiative proposal 
write-up. The Microsoft Excel Template is provided by ONDCP/NHPO. 

(See Section VI, 6.04 Initiatives/Budget (b) Budget and Section XI Fiscal Guidelines for more 
detail regarding fiscal related issues.) 
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APPENDIX C: ACRONYMS 

1 . CCE Continuing Criminal Enterprise 

2. CDICG Counterdrug Intelligence Coordinating Group 

3. CFR Code of Federal Regulations 

4. COLA Cost of Living Adjustment 

5. COPS Community Oriented Policing Services 

6. DOCEX Document exploitation 

7. EPIC El Paso Intelligence Center 

8. FTE Full-Time Equivalent 

9. GCIP General Counterdrug Intelligence Plan 

10. GPRA Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 

1 1 . HIC HIDTA Intelligence Center 

12. HIDTA High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area 

13. HIFCA High Intensity Financial Crime Area 

14. HUD U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 

15. ISC Investigative Support Center 

16. LEA Law enforcement agency 

17. MO A Memorandum of Agreement 

18. MOU Memorandum of Understanding 

19. NDIC National Drug Intelligence Center 

20. NDIL National Drug Intelligence Library 

21. NDCS National Drug Control Strategy 

22. NDPIX National Drug Pointer Index 

23. NHAC National HIDTA Assistance Center 

24. NHPO National HIDTA Program Office 

25. OCDETF Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force 

26. 0MB Office of Management and Budget 

27. ONDCP Office of National Drug Control Policy 

28. PME Program Measures of Effectiveness 

29. SOP Standard Operating Procedure 

30. SPRG Systems Policy Review Group 

3 1 . UGCMS Uniform Grant and Control Management Standards 


ONDCP/OSLA/HIDTA 09/27/01 


Appendix C-1 



285 


HIDTA Program Policy and Budget Guidance 


APPENDIX D: CALENDAR OF HIDTA ACTIVITY 


April 1 5 HIDTAs submit Annual Reports to ONDCP. 

April 1 5 Annual Training Report describing overall HIDTA training 

program, accomplishments for the previous calendar year, 
challenges for the future, etc.* 

April 30 HIDTAs submit specific data on progress towards the GPRA 

performance targets to ONDCP. [A form(s) requesting this 
specific required data will be provided to the HIDTAs.] 

May 15 HIDTAs submit updated drug Threat Assessments to ONDCP. 

June 1 5 HIDTAs submit Strategies, Threat Assessment Summaries, and 

Initiatives/Budgets to ONDCP. 


June - September/October ONDCP reviews HIDTA proposals, providing passback questions 
and comments to the HIDTAs. 

October - November The HIDTA Coordination Committee (HCC) reviews the 

Initiatives/Budgets and meets with ONDCP/NHPO. Any 
outstanding issues Ifom the passback questions and HCC meeting 
are sent to the HIDTAs. ONDCP/NHPO considers the HlDTA’s 
responses and submits its recommendations for resource support to 
the Director of ONDCP. 


November/December The Director of ONDCP considers the recommendations and 

budget for approval. Upon approval, the Initiatives/Budget are sent 
to the Congressional Committee on Appropriations for review. 

November/December ONDCP informs agencies and HIDTAs of the ONDCP Director’s 

decisions. Funds are transferred from Funds Appropriated to the 
President (FAP) based upon enactment of the Treasury, Postal 
Service, and General Government Appropriations Bill. 


* effective for FY 2003 
Note: Dales subject to change 
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REQUIRED PERFORMANCE MEASURES FOR 
HIDTA ANNUAL REPORT 


15-Apr-05 


The following core performance measures are required in your local HIDTA annual 
report. Data from these measures will also be used to create the National HIDTA Annual 
Report. A blank table is provided for each measure that includes all necessary formulas. 
Threat/need specific performance measures are optional. The first year for all 
performance measures is 2004. 

CORE MEASURES 

Sixteen Core Measures have been developed to assess outcomes for Goals 1 and 
2. The eleven Goal 1 tables are color coded rust. The five Goal 2 tables are color 
coded blue. Calculations will be automatically completed as data is entered. 
Completed tables are provided for your reference. All core measures must be 
completed by all HIDTAs. 


THREAT/NEED SPECIFIC MEASURES 

You should develop additional measures for all HIDTA threat/need specific outcomes 
targeted in your matrix. Twelve example measures (i.e. dismantling firearms trafficking 
organizations, apprehending federal fugitives, calculating recidivism rates, use of new 
computer skills) shared by multiple HIDTAS have already been developed and are 
included for your use. These measures are color coded teal. If you have included any of 
these activities in your matrix, please complete the appropriate performance measures 
and include them in your annual report. 

All performance measures (core and threat/need specific) should be completed and 
submitted to Tom Carr at the W/B HIDTA no later than March 1, 2005. 

If you have questions or require additional assistance, please contact the W/B HIDTA. 

Performance Measure Questions Technical Questions 

Tom Carr Glenn Fueston 

PMP Committee Chair CTC Program Manager 

301-489-1700 301-982-7522 
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Table of Contents 


GOAL 1 CORE MEASURES 


Core TABLE 1; Cost per OTO Disrupted or Dismantled in 2004 

Core TABLE 2: Percentage of OTOs Disrupted or Dismantled by Scope, 2004 

Core TABLE 3: Percentage of Money Laundering Organizations Disrupted or Dismantled by Scope, 2004 
Core TABLE 4: Operational Scope of Ail OTO Cases Initiated, 2004 
Core TABLE 5: Drugs Removed from the Marketplace, 2004 

Core TABLE 6: Return on investment (ROI) for Drugs Removed from the Marketplace by Law Enforcement 
Initiatives, by Year 

Core TABLE 7: Return on investment (ROI) for Assets Removed from the Marketplace by Law Enforcement 
Initiatives, by Year 

Core TABLE 8: Total Return on Investment (ROI) for Drugs and Assets Removed from the Marketplace by Law 
Enforcement initiatives, by Year 

Core TABLE 9: Prosecution Initiative Cost per Investigation, by Year 

Core TABLE 10: Value of Clandestine Methamphetamine Labs Dismantled in 2004, by Size 

Core TABLE 1 1 : HIDTA Clandestine Laboratory Activities in 2004 


GOAL 2 CORE MEASURES 


Core TABLE 12: HIDTA Training Efficiency by Year and Type of Training 

Core TABLE 13: Percentage of HIDTA initiatives Using Event and Case Deconfliction Services, by Year 
Core TABLE 14: Percentage of Event and Case Deconflictions Submitted, by Year 
Core TABLE 15: Percentage of Investigations Provided /^alytical Support, by Year 

Core TABLE 16: Percentage of HIDTA Initiative investigations Referred to Other HIDTAs and Other Agencies, 
by Year 


GOAL 1 THREAT SPECIFIC MEASURES 


Threat Specific TABLE Percentage of Firearms Trafficking Organizations Disrupted or Dismantled by 
Scope, 2004 

Threat Specific TABLE : Fugitives Targeted and Apprehended, by Year 
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Threat Specific TABLE : Recidivism of HIDTA Treatment Clients in 2004 

Threat Specific TABLE : Value of Outdoor Marijuana Plants Eradicated, by Year 

Threat Specific TABLE : Value of Indoor Marijuana Plants Eradicated, by Year 

Threat Specific TABLE : Wholesale Value of Marijuana Seized, by Location 2004 


GOAL 2 NEED SPECIFIC MEASURES 


Need Specific TABLE : HIDTA Training Sessions by Type of Training, 2004 

Need Specific TABLE : Use of Skills form HIDTA Training Sessions by Type of Training, 2004 

Need Specific TABLE : Use of Skills from HIDTA Computer Training Sessions, 2004 

Need Specific TABLE : Use of Skills from HIDTA Intelligence Training Sessions, by Year 

Need Specific TABLE : Percentage of Intelligence Driven Cases Supported, by Year 

Need Specific TABLE : Number of Spin-off Cases Referred, by Year 

WORKSHEETS 

Worksheet 1 for Core TABLE 5: Drugs Removed from the Marketplace, 2004 



SAMPLE TABLE 1 
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CORE MEASURE 


Goal 1 : Disrupt the market for iilegai drugs by dismantling or disrupting drug trafficking organizations 


Core TABLE 1; Cost per DTP Disrupted or Dismantled in 2004 




SOURCE: DTO Report 

NOTE: Law enforcement budget includes ONLY enforcement, intelligence, and prosecution initiatives, it does not include but 
Management & Coordination or Support initiatives. 


NOTE: The same budget figure used in this table should be used in ail tables requiring the law enforcement budget. Total Targeted 
= the number of DTOs targeted by the end of the year; each DTO should be counted only once. 

NOTE: Calculations will be automatically completed as data is entered. 











290 


CORE MEASURE 


Goal 1 ; Disrupt the market for illegal drugs by dismantling or disrupting drug trafficking organizations 


Core TABLE 2: Percentage of DTOs Disrupted or Dismantled by Scope, 2004 




Sample HiDTA DTOs Disrupted or Dismantled, 2004 



Scope 

# Identified 

# Targeted 

# Disrupted 

% of Targeted 
Disrupted 

» Dismantled 

% of Targeted 
Dismantled 

Total Disrupted 
or Dismantled 

Total % 
Disrupted or 
Dismantled 

International 

HBQHl 

HKl^l 


50% 

moiiiiiii 

0% 

2 

50% 

Multi-state 



HBHi 

63% 


13% 

6 

75% 

Local 

mom 



98% 

HI9H 

3% 

61 

102% 

Total 

100 

72 

66 

92% 

3 

4% 

69 

96% 


Scope i Identified 

HIDTA DTOs Disrupted or Dismantled 2004 

# Targeted # Disrupted # Dismantled Total Disrupted Disrupted or 

Disrupted Dismantled or Dismantled ^ 

Dismantled 


HHH 

IHHH HHIH 

miiimiii 

HHH 


BHHilHf 

HBH 

IHHH HHIHii 

Total 0 

0 

0 0 0 


SOURCE: DTO Report 

NOTE: Breaks Table 1 down by scope. 

NOTE: The total line in Table 2 should match the 2004 line in Table 1. 
NOTE: CalculatioRs will be automatically completed as data is entered. 
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CORE MEASURE 


Goal 1; Disrupt the market for iiSegal drugs by dismantling or disrupting drug trafficking organizations 


Core TABLE 3; Percentage of Money Laundering Organizations Disrupted or Dismantled 
by Scope, 2004 



Sample HiDTA Money Laundering Organizations Disrupted or Dismantled, 2004 


1 Scope 

# Identified 

# Targeted 

# Disrupted 

%of 

Targeted 

Disrupted 

# Dismantled 

% of Targeted 
Dismantled 

Total Disrupted 
or Dismantled 

Total % 
Disrupted or 
Dismantled 

1 International 




50% 


25% 

3 

75% 

I Multi-stale 




50% 

■■■■ 

0% 

1 

50% 

I Local 




60% 


20% 

4 

80% 

1 Total 

16 

11 

6 

55% 

2 

18% 

8 

73% 


HiDTA Money Laundering Organizations Disrupted or Dismantled, 2004 


# Identified # Targeted n Disrupted Targeted # Dismantled 
Disrupted 


% of Targeted Total Disrupted 
Dismantled or Dismantled 


Total % 
Disrupted or 
Dismantled 


SOURCE: DTO Report 

NOTE: Breaks out a specirtc type of DTO - money laundering organizations • from Table 2. Money laundering is the primary function of 
these organizations. 

NOTE: Numbm entered in Table 3 should be lower than those in Tables 1 and 2. 

NOTE: Calculations will be automatically completed as data is entered. 
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CORE MEASURE 


Goat 1: Disrupt the market for illegal drugs by dismantling or disrupting drug trafficking 

organizations 


Core TABLE 4: Operational Scope of All DTP* Cases Initiated, 2004 



Sample HIOTA Operational Scope, 2004 

# Cases # CPOT # RPOT » OCDETF % OCDETF of Total 
Opened Cases Cases Cases Cases 


International 

4 

4 

0 

4 

100% 

Multi-state 

30 

0 

30 

30 

' 100% 

Local 

75 

0 

0 

S 

i 7% 

Total 

109 

4 

30 

39 

36% 



HIDTA Operational Scope, 2004 


n Cases 

#CPOT 

#RPOT 

# OCDETF 

% OCDETF of Total 

Opened 

Cases 

Cases 

Cases 

Cases 

International 

hh 

IIH 

mill 

i 


m 

m 

mmi 


^llllllllllllllllllll 

iiiiiiii 

Him 

imi 

i 

Total 0 

0 

0 

0 



SOURCE: DTO Report, Regional OCDETF Coordinator 
*NOTE: DTO refers to drugs, money laundering, and firearms. 

NOTE: Cases opened refers to the total number of cases opened during the year. CPOT, RPOT, and OCDETF 
are not mutually exclusive categories. # of cases opened should be calculated after completion of the second 
DTO survey. 

NOTE: Calculations will be automatically completed as data is entered. 
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CORE MEASURE 


Goal 1 : Disrupt the market for iilega! drugs by dismantling or disrupting drug trafficking 
organizations 



EXAMPLE: The average of a wholesale value of $2.000-S4.000 is $3,000. i200D+4000}/2 

EXAMPLE: When «ilculating the wholesale value of drugs seized use the average of the NDIC listings for ait areas (states, cities) and 
all drug types (Mexican heroin. South American heroin, Southeast Asian heroin) in your HIDTA. If your area is not listed, use the area 
closest to your HIDTA region. For example, the wholesale value of heroin in Washington/Baltimore HIDTA would be calculated as 
follows: 

Wholesale value of heroin = (Wash, average X kg seized in Wash.) + (Balt, average X kg seized in MD) + (Fairfax average X kg seized in 
VA) 

NOTE: The wholesale value for drugs seized established in Table 5 will also be used in Tables 6 and 8. 
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CORE MEASURE 


Goal 1: Disrupt the market for illegal drugs by dismantling or disrupting drug trafficking 

organizations 


Core TABLE 6: Return on Investment (ROI) for Drugs Removed from the 
Marketplace by Law Enforcement Initiatives*, by Year 




SOURCE: HIDTA Budget, Matrix 

SOURCE: "Speciai Issue: Illicit Drug Prices January 2004-June 2004.” Narcotics Digest Weekly, Vol. 3, No. 29, 
July 20, 2004. HIDTAs may use other sources for drug prices if they are more accurate for their geographic area. 
Please cite all sources used. 

*NOTE: Law Enforcement includes prosecution, intelligence, and law enforcement initiatives. The budget used 
should be the same as Oie budget in Table 2. The wholesale value used here should be the same as the 
wholesale value used in Table 5. 

NOTE: The target value should be rounded to Oie nearest million. Calculations will be automatically completed as 
data is entered. 

EXAMPLE: When calculating the wholesale value of drugs seized use the average of the NDfC listings for ail 
areas (states, cities) and all drug types (Mexican heroin. South American heroin. Southeast Asian heroin) m your 
HIDTA. If your area is not listed, use the area closest to your HIDTA region. For example, the wholesale value of 
heroin in W^ HIDTA would be calculated as follows: 

Wholesale value of heroin = (Wash, average X kg seized in Wash.) (Balt, average X kg seized in MD) + (Fairfax 
average X kg seized in VA) 

NOTE: ROI = yield realized from investing time and funds expressed as a ratio of HIDTA dollars invested versus 
dollars returned. This calculation does not represent all of the valuable contributions by otiier agencies. 

NOTE: Calculations will be automatically completed as data is entered. 
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CORE MEASURE 


Goal 1: Disrupt the market for illegal drugs by dismantling or disrupting drug trafficking 

organizations 


Core TABLE 7: Return on Investment (ROI) for Assets Removed from the 
Marketplace by Law Enforcement Initiatives*, by Year 




SOURCE: HIDTA Budget, Matrix 

NOTE: Law enforcement budget includes ONLY enforcement, intelligence, and prosecution initiatives. It does not 
include but Management & Coordination or Support initiatives. 

NOTE: The value of assets seized should be calculated using the value determined at the time of seizure. 

NOTE; Calculations will be automatically completed as data is entered. 
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CORE MEASURE 


Goal 1: Disrupt the market for illegal drugs by dismantling or disrupting drug trafficking 

organizations 


Core TABLE 8: Total Return on Investment (ROI) for Drugs and Assets Removed 
from the Marketplace by Law Enforcement* Initiatives, by Year 


Sample HIDTA Total ROI by Year 


Year 

Budget 

Drugs and Assets 
Baseline 

Targeted Total 
RO! 

Drugs and Assets 
Removed From 
Market 

Actual Total 
ROI 

2004 

$5,694,128 

$77,000,000 

S14 

$75,048,914 

$13 

2005 






2006 






2007 







Year Budget 

HIDTA Total ROI by Year 

- ^ , . _ . ^ . Drugs and Assets 

Drugs and Assets Targeted Tola 

ry . Removed From 

Base ine RO , 

Market 

Actual Total 
ROI 

2004 



2005 

MBBMBB 


2006 



2007 

■■BBBB 



SOURCE: HIDTA Budget, Matrix 

SOURCE: "Special Issue: Illicit Drug Prices January 2004-June 2004." Narcotics Digest Weekly, Vot. 3, No. 29, July 
20, 2(K)4. HIDTAs may use other sources tor drug prices if they are more accurate for their geographic area. 

Please cite all sources used. 

NOTE: Law enforcement budget includes ONLY enforcement, Intelligence, and prosecution initiatives, it does not 
include but Management & Coordination or Support initiatives. 

NOTE: Calculations will be automatically completed as data is entered. 
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CORE MEASURE 


Goal 1; Disrupt the market for illegal drugs by dismantling or disrupting drug trafficking organizations 


Core TABLE 9: Prosecution Initiative Cost per Investigation, by Year 


Year 

Budget 

Sample HIDTA Cost per Investigation by Year 

Investigations Investigations Investigations 

Baseline Projected Handled 

o. u j Cost/ 

% Handled , .. .. 

Investigation 

2004 

$455,743 

200 

215 

218 

1 101% S2,091 

2005 






2006 





2007 






Year 

Budget 

HIDTA Cost per Investigation by Year 

Investigations Investigations Investigations 

Baseline Projected Handled 

% Handled 

Investigation 

2004 






2005 





2006 





2007 






SOURCE: Prosecutors' statistical reports 

NOTE: An investigation refers to an open case file. The budget should include ONLY HiOTA S/prosecutors HIDTA pays for. 
NOTE: if you do not currently run a prosecution initiative, please enter zeros in each cell. 

NOTE: Calculations will be automatically completed as data is ^tered. 
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CORE MEASURE 


Goal1: Disrupt the market for illegal drugs by dismantling or disrupting drug trafficking organizations 


Core TABLE 10: Value of Clandestine Methamphetamine Labs Dismantled in 2004, by 
Size 


Sample HIDTA Clandestine Methamphetamine 
Laboratories Dismantled in 2004 

Meth Cost Per Ounce 

Lab Size 

Labs 

IDrrargeted 

Labs 

Dismantled 

Value of Labs 
Dismantled 

A. Less 2 Oz 

412 

412 

$350,200 

B. 2-80Z 

170 

170 

$361,250 

C.9 0Z-16 02 

65 

65 

$345,313 

D. 32- 144 Oz 

70 

70 

$2,618,000 

E, 160 - 320 Oz 1 

63 

63 

$6,426,000 

F, Over 320 Oz 

66 

68 

S9.248.000 

Total 

84B 

848 

$19,348,763 


HIDTA Clandestine Methamphetamine 

Laboratories Dismantled in 2004 

Meth Cost Per Ounce 



Lab Size 

Labs 

ID/Targeted 

Labs 

Dismantled 

Value of Labs 
Dismantled 

A. Less 2 Oz 


IHH 

SO 

B. 2 • 8 Oz 



$0 

C.9 0z- 16 Oz 



SO 

D. 32- 144 0Z 



$0 

E. 160 - 320 Oz 

HHi 

HHH 

SO 

F. Over 320 Oz 



SO 

Total 

0 

0 

$0 


SOURCE: National Clan Lab Seizure System 

NOTE: Meth cost per ounce can be taken from NDIC's “Special Issue: Illicit Drug Process January 2004-June 2004." Verifiable 
local date may also be used. Please add a note below the table to identify the source used. 

NOTE: All averages used to calculate lab values are calculated using ounces. 11b = l6oz. Vrriues represent one 
cook per lab. Calculations will be automatically completed as data is entered. 
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CORE MEASURE 


Goal 1 ; Disrupt the market for illegal drugs by dismantling or disrupting drug trafficking organizations 


Core TABLE 11: HIDTA Clandestine Laboratory Activities in 2004 


1 Sample HIDTA Clandestine Laboratory Activities in 2004 I 


Baseline 

# Targeted 

# Identified 

% Identified 

Actual Change 
from Baseline 

Suspicious 
Precursor/Essential 
Chemical Transactions’ 

3000 

3050 

3025 

99% 

25 

Laboratory Dump Sites 

200 

187 

175 

94% 

-25 

Chemical/Glassware 

Seizures 

163 

170 

167 

98% 

4 


. HIDTA Clandestine Activities in 2004 


Baseline # Targeted # Identified % Identified ^^3^9® 

from Baseline 


Suspicious 
Precursor/Essentiat 
Chemical Transactions’ 
Laboratory Dump Sites 
Chemical/Glassware 
Seizures 


SOURCE: National Clan Lab Seizure System 

*NOTE: Transactions refers to both identified sellers and purchasers. Calculations will be automatically 
completed as data is entered. 
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CORE MEASURE 


Goal 2; Improve the efficiency aruJ effectiveness of HIDTA initiatives 


Core TABLE 12: HIDTA Training Efficiency by Year and Type of Training 


Type o! Training 


Sample HIDTA Training Efficiency 

# Students # Students # Training 

Expected for Actually Hours Actually Total Training Cost Training Cost per Hour 

Training Trained Provided 


2004 2005 2004 2005 2004 2005 2004 2005 2004 2005 


Management/ 


Administrative 








$140,013 


$27 




10 



i 

$39,036 


$171 


Bi 


19 


1 1 

1 

$9,335 


$161 


15 


■a 


■9 




$18 

































Total 3745 0 2758 0 5501 0 SI88.653 SO 



SOURCE: Matrix 

NOTE: This table refers to ALL trainings conducted by HIDTA staff and other sources. 

NOTE: Total Training Cost = trng initiative budget for trng type + all fees to attend external U'ngs for trng type 
NOTE: Calculations will be automatically completed as data is entered. 
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CORE MEASURE 


Goal 2: Improve the efficiency and effectiveness of HIDTA initiatives 


Core TABLE 13: Percentage of HIDTA Initiatives Using 
Event and Case Deconfiiction Services, by Year 




Sample HIDTA Deconfiiction Services by Year I 

C*) 


Total 

# initiatives 

ft Initiatives 
Using 


Ij 

CD 

< 

Year 

HIDTA 

Initiatives 

Targeted to Use 
Services 

% initiatives Using 

-J 

2004 

20 

20 

19 

95% 

s 

2005 





cn 

2006 i 






2007 






1 HIDTA Deconfiiction Services bv Year 1 

Year 

Total 

HIDTA 

initiatives 

ft Initiatives 
Targeted to Use 
Services 

# Initiatives 
Using 

% initiatives Using 

2004 1 


HHHH 

HIHHI 


2005 

HIHI 



2006 1 




2007 

■■■ 

■■■■1 

■■■■ 


SOURCE: initiative Statistical Reports, Matrix 

NOTE; Using = regular, routine, part of standard business activity 

NOTE: Calculations will be automatically completed as data is entered. 
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CORE MEASURE 


Goal 2 : Improve the efficiency and effectiveness of HIDTA initiatives 


Core TABLE 14: Percentage of Event and Case Deconflictions Submitted, 
by Year 


Sample HIDTA Deconfliction Submissions by Year 


Year 

Baseline # 
Deconflictions 
Submitted 

# Deconfliction 
Submissions 
Targeted 

# Event 

Deconflictions 

Submitted 

# Case/Subject 
Deconflictions 
Submitted 

Total 

Deconflictions 

Submitted 

% Deconflictions 
Submitted 

2004 1 

673 

680 

556 

109 

665 

98% 

2005 I 





! 0 


2006 





0 


2007 





1 ° 



Baseline # 

Year Deconflictions 
Submitted 

# Deconfliction 
Submissions 
Targeted 

HIDTA Deconfliction Submissions by Year 

# Event # Case/Subject Total _ . . . 

Deconflictions Deconflictions Deconflictions * 

Submitted Submitted Submitted u mi e 

2004 

IHHHH 



2005 

HHHHB 



2006 


numi 

HIHlHi 

2007 



BBHHH 


SOURCE; Initiative Statistical Reports 

NOTE: Using » regular, routine, part of standard business activity 
NOTE: Calculations will be automatically completed as data is entered. 
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CORE MEASURE 


Goal 2: Improve the efficiency and effectiveness of HIDTA initiatives 


Core TABLE 15: Percentage of Investigations Provided Analytical 
Support, by Year 




Sample HIDTA Investigations Supported by Year I 



Baseiine if 

# Investigations 





Investigations 
Receiving 
Analytical Support 

# Investigations 

% Targeted 

-t 

Year 

Targeted for 

Provided 

investigations 

< 

f- 

LU 


Analytical Support Analytical Support 

Supported 

a 

? 

2004 

90 

96 

68 

I 92% 

s 

2005 , 




I 


2006 






2007 




! 


Year 

Baseiine # 
Investigations 
Receiving 
Analytical Support 

HIDTA Investigations Supported by Year 

# Investigations # Investigations % Targeted 

Targeted for Provided Investigations 

Analytical Support Analytical Support Supported 

2004 





2005 




2006 



IHHIHH 

2007 





SOURCE; Initiative Statistical Reports, Budget 

NOTE: Analytical support refers to toll, mapping, link analysis, document analysis, and other similar 
activities supporting an enforcement initiative or prosecution of the resulting cases. 

NOTE: Use 2004 as the baseline for establishing 2005 targets. 

NOTE: Calculations wilt be automatically completed as data is entered. 
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CORE MEASURE 


Goal 2: Improve the efficiency and effectiveness of HIDTA initiatives 


Core TABLE 16: Percentage of HIDTA Initiative investigations Referred to Other 
HIDTAs and Other Agencies, by Year 




Sample HIDTA Initiative Investigations Referred by Year 


Year 

Tola! HIDTA 
initiative 
Investigations 

# Initiative 
Investigations 
Targeted tor 
Referral 

# HIDTA Initiative 
investigations 
Referred to Other 
HIDTAs 

# HIDTA initiative 
Investigations 
Referred to Other 
Agencies 

Total Initiative 
Investigations 
Referred 

% Targeted 
Initiative I 

Investigations I 
Referred 1 

2004 1 


■■KEOHH 



93 

85% 

2005 1 





0 


2006 j 


■■■■■ 



0 


2007 



■■■■■■■ 

■■MIIhM 

0 






HIDTA Affiliated Cases Referred by Year 


Year 

Total HIDTA 
Initiative 
investigations 

# Initiative 
Investigations 
Targeted for 
Referral 

# HIDTA Initiative 
Investigations 
Referred to Other 
HIDTAs 

# HtDTA Initiative 
Investigations 
Referred to Other 
Agencies 

Total Initiative 
Investigations 
Referred 

% Targeted 
Initiative 
Investigations 
Referred 

2004 ; 





0 


2005 





0 


2006 





1 ° 


2007 





0 



SOURCE: Initiative Statistical Reports 

NOTE: Use 2004 referrals as the baseline for establishing 2005 targets. 
NOTE: Calcuiations will be automatically completed as date is entered. 
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THREAT SPECIFIC EXAMPLE 


Goal 1 : Disrupt the market for itlega! drugs by dismantting or disrupting drug trafficking organizations 


Threat Specific TABLE ; Percentage of Firearms Trafficking Organizations 

Disrupted or Dismantled by Scope, 2004 


Sample HiDTA Firearms Trafficking Organizations Disrupted or Dismantled, 2004 


„ ^ ^ ^ %o{Tafqeled Total Disrupled Total % Disrupted 

Scope » Identified 8 Targeted # Disrupted Targeted # Dismantled „ ^ ^ . 

„ . ^ Dismantled or Dismantled or Dismaniled 

Disrupted 


Scope 8 Identified 

HIDTA Firearms Trafficking Organizations Disrupted or Dismantled, 2004 

„ , i ^ * ^^ *^.* ^ % of Targeted Total Disrupted Total % Disrupted 

» Targeted « Disrupted Targeted # Dismantled _ ^ ^ 

_ . . Dismantled or Dismantled or Dismaniled 

Disrupted 

International |||^U||m 

HU 

IHHI 


HHH 

HHHH 



HHHI 

Total 0 

0 

0 0 0 


SOURCE: DTO Report 

NOTE: The same budget figure used in this table should be used in all tables requiring the taw enforcement budget. Total Targeted s the 
number of OTOs targeted by the end of the year; each OTO should be counted only once. 

NOTE: Calculations will be automatically completed as data is entered. 





5AMPLE THREAT SPECIFIC 
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THREAT SPECIFIC EXAMPLE 


Goal 1; Disrupt the market for illegal drugs by dismantling or disrupting drug trafficking organizations 


Threat Specific TABLE : Fugitives Targeted and Apprehended, by Year 



SOURCE; Matrix 

NOTE; Calculations will be automatically completed as data is entered. 
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THREAT SPECIFIC EXAMPLE 


Goal 1: Disrupt the market for illegal drugs by dismantling or disrupting drug trafficking 

organizations 



Threat Specific TABLE : Recidivism of HIDTA Treatment Clients in 2004 


Sample HIDTA Recidivism in 2004 


Site 

P of Clients 

U Arrests in 12 

months before HIDTA 

Treatment 

P Arrests in 12 

months after HIDTA 

Treatment 

% Change in Arrests 

Baltimore City 

324 

185 

139 

I -25Yo 

Baltimore County 

44 

29 

15 

I -48% 

Charles County 

2S6 

174 

82 

j -53% 

Howard County 

192 

138 

54 

I -61% 

Montgomery County 

407 

243 

164 

1 -33% 

Prince George's County 

192 

143 

49 

1 -66% 

Washington, D.C. 

169 

97 

72 

1 -26% 

Alexandria 

56 

27 

29 

1 7% 

Arlington 

115 

78 

37 

1 

Fairfax/Falls Church 

193 

140 

53 

1 -62% 

Loudon County 

22 

7 

15 

1 114% 

Prince William County 

43 

32 

11 

1 -66% 

Lh^hihhi^b 

2,013 

1,293 

720 

•44% 



HIDTA Recidivism in 2004 


Site 

# of Clients 

P Arrests in 12 

months before HIDTA 
Treatment 

# Arrests in 12 
months after HIDTA 
Treatment 

% Change in Arrests 

1 

HHiiiiiiimHn 




1 



Total 0 0 0 


SOURCE: initiative Statistical Reports 

NOTE: Calculations will be automatically completed as data is entered. 
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THREAT SPECIFIC MEASURE 


Goal 1: Disrupt the market for illegal drugs by dismantling or disrupting drug trafficking 

organizations 


Threat Specific TABLE : Value of Outdoor Marijuana Plants 

Eradicated, by Year 




Sample HiDTA Outdoor Marijuana Plants Eradicated 


Mj Cost Per Plant 




Year 

# Plants on Federal 
Land 

tdentif ied/T argeled 

# Plants on Non- 
Fedoral Land 
Identified/T argeted 

Total t* Marijuana 
Plants Eradicated 

Value of Marijuana | 
Plants Eradicaled I 

2004 




SO 

2005 




SO 

2006 




so 

2007 


■■■■ 


i 


HIDTA Outdoor Marijuana Plants Eradicated 

Mj Cost Plant Kg 


Total # Marijuana Value of Marijuana 1 
Plants Eradicated Planls Eradicated | 

H Planls on Federal 
Year Land 

Idontificd/Targelcd 

# Plants on Non- 
Federal Land 
Identifiod/T argeled 

2004 

HHHHH 


200S lllllllllllllllllllll^^ 



2006 giiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii^ 

mmii 

iiiiiiiiiii^iiiiiiiii 

2007 llllllllllllllllllll^ll^^ 

■■■■■ 



SOURCE: Initiative Statistical Reports 

NOTE: Marijuana cost per Kg can be taken from NOiC's "Special Issue: illicit Drug Process January 2004-June 2004." 
Verifiable local data may also be used. Please add a note below the table to identify the source used. 

NOTE: Ail averages used to calculate lab values are calculated using ounces. 11b > i6oz. Calculations will be automatically 
completed as data is entered. 
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THREAT SPECIFIC MEASURE 


Goal 1: Disrupt the market for illegal drugs by dismantling or disrupting drug trafficking organizations 


Threat Specific TABLE : Value of Indoor Marijuana Plants Eradicated, by 

Year 


1 Sample HIDT A Indoor Marijuana Plants Eradicated | 

Mj Cost Per Plants 

$100 

# Indoor Plants 
idontifiedrrargeted 

Value of Indoor 

Total# Indoor 

Marijuana Plants 
Plants Eradicated ' ^ 

Eradicated 


$200,000 

2005 





mniiiim 


MIDI A indoor Marijuana Plants Eradicated 

Mj Cost Per Plant 


^ # Indoor Plants 

Identified/Targeted 

_ . , „ , ^ Value of Indoor 

Total # Indoor .. .. . 

^ . Marijuana Plants 
Plants Eradicated ^ 

Eradicated 





nmmui^miiiii 

jumi^miiiii 

2007 ^juimiin^m 



^URCE: Initiative Statistical Reports 

NOTE: Marijuana cost per Kg can be taken from NOIC's "Special Issue: illicit Drug Process January 2004'June 2(K}4." Verifiable 
local data may also be used. Please add a note below the table to identify the source used. 

NOTE: All averages used to calculate lab values are calculated using ounces. 11b s l6oz. Calculations will be automatically 
completed as data is entered. 
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THREAT SPECIFIC MEASURE 


Goal 1: Disrupt the market for illegal drugs by dismantling or disrupting drug trafficking 

organizations 


Threat Specific TABLE : Wholesaie Value of Marijuana Seized, by 

Location 2004 


Location 

Sample HIDTA Wholesale Value of Marijuana Seized 

Baseline Value of Amount Processed # Eradication 

.. . If Plants Sewed ... - . , . 

Marijuana Seized Marijuana Seized Arrests 

Wholesale Value 
of Marijuana 
Seized 

Outdoor 

Federal 


IBB 


IBH 


Outdoor Non- 
Federal 

HIH 

IBIB 

BHH! 


Indoor 

■■■■ 

■■■■■ 

■■■■■ 

■■■ 


Location 

Baseline Value of 
Marijuana Seized 

HIDTA Wholesale Value of Marijuana Seized 

„ .0 .. Amount Processed # Eradication 

« Plants Seized .. . . 

Man uana Seized Arrests 

Wholesale Value 
of Marijuana 
Seized 

Outdoor 

Federal 

IBI 

bih 

bbb 

B^l 


Outdoor Non- 
Federal i 

Hl^l 

imii 

HIBH 

BB 

Indoor 

■■■I 

MW 

BMWMI 

IMHI 


Value of plants seized » 

Value of processed marijuana seized = 


SOURCE: initiative Statistical Reports 

NOTE: Marijuana cost per Kg can be taken from NDIC's “^lecial Issue: Illicit Drug Process January 2004-June 2004.” 
V^ifiabie local data may also be used. Please add a note t^low the table to identify the source used. 

NOTE: All averages used to calculate lab values are calculated using ounces. 11b = 16oz. Calculations will be 
automatically completed as data is entered. 
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NEED SPECIFIC EXAMPLE 


Goal 2: improve the efficiency and effectiveness of HiDTA initiatives 


Need Specific TABLE : HIDTA Training Sessions by Type of Training, 2004* 



SOURCE: IniUative Statistical Reports 

NOTE: Calculations will be automatically completed as data is entered. 


**NOTE; Pre- and Post-tests are required for all trainings. Although 
no test results are required for this measure, you must be able to 
validate a yes response with completed tests. 

‘NOTE: This table refers to trainings conducted or controlled by 
HIDTA staff only. 
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NEED SPECIFIC EXAMPLE 


Goal 2: Improve the efficiency and effectiveness of HIDTA initiatives 



SOURCE; initiative Statistical Reports 

‘NOTE: This tebie refers to trainings conducted or controlled by HIOTA staff only. 

NOTE; e month surveys for all trainings conducted from January through September should be included in this table. 
Calculations will be automatically completed as data is entered. 
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NEED SPECIFIC MEASURE 


Goal 2; Improve the efficiency and effectiveness of HIDTA initiatives 


Need Specific TABLE : Use of Skills from HIDTA Computer Training Sessions, 2004* 


Sample HIDTA Computer Skills Training Sessions, Jan. -Sept. 2004 


Type o! Training 

# Ciassos 

S Students 

Trained 

# Sent 6 Month 
Survey 

It Responding 
to 6 Month 
Survey 

# Users of New 

Skills 

% Students 
Using New 
Skills 

HIDTA Software 

22 

3S2 

325 

275 

235 

85% 

Office Productivity 

76 

610 

590 

475 

437 

92% 


34 

132 

120 

95 

75 

79% 

1 Airaiytical 

Computer Skills 

9 

56 

52 

42 

33 

79% 

I Total 

141 

1150 

1087 

087 

780 

88% 


Type of Training 

« Classes 

HIDTA Computer Skills Training Sessions, Jan. -Sept. 2004 

^ ....... # Resporiding ... %Sludenl8 

4 Students # Sent 6 Month ... # Users of New ... 

^ to 6 Month Using Now 

Trained Survey . Skills 

’ Survey Ski s 


HI 

^Hi 


^H1 

hih 


■HilllllH 

HI 

hh 

hhi 

hh 

hhi 

HHH 

HI 

hh 

hhh 




hh 

HH 

IHH 

hhi 


Total 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 



SOURCE; initiative Statistical Reports 

*NOTE: PfO' and Post-tests are required for all trainings. Although no test results are required for this measure, you 
must be able to validate a yes response with completed tests. 

NOTE: This table refers to trainings conducted or controlled by HDTA staff only. Calculations will 
be automatically completed as data is entered. 

NOTE: 6 month surveys for aii trainings conducted from January through September should be irtcluded in this 
table. 
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NEED SPECIFIC EXAMPLE 


Goat 2; Improve the efficiency and effectiveness of HIDTA initiatives 


Need Specific TABLE ; Use of Skills from HIDTA Intelligence Training Sessions, by 

Year 


year 

Sample HIDTA Use of Skills from HIDTA intelligence Training Sessions 

« Agencies ffSiudents # Training # Sent 6 Month # Responding to # Users of New 

Participating Trained Hours Provided Survey 6 Month Survey Skills 

% Students 
Using New Skills 
of Those 
Responding 

2004 

50 

500 

5000 

450 

350 

250 

71% 

2005 ! 








2006 







2007 








1 Year 

# Agencies 
Participating 

HIDTA Use of Skills from HIDTA intelligence Training Sessions 

# Students # Training «Sent6Mon1h ir Responding to 0 Users of New 

Trained Hours Provided Survey 6 Month Survey Skills 

% Students | 
Using New Skills I 
of Those I 

Responding I 

2004 


■■■ 



■■■ 



2005 







2006 







2007 


■Hi 

■■■ 


■Mi 



SOURCE: Initiative Statistical Reports 

*NOTE: This table refers to trainings conducted or controlled by HIDTA staff only. 

NOTE: 6 month surveys for alt trainings conducted from January through September should be included in this table. Calculations will 
be automatically completed as data is entered. 
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NEED SPECIFIC EXAMPLE 


Goal 2: Improve the efficiency and effectiveness of HIDTA initiatives 


Need Specific TABLE : Percentage of Inteiligence Driven 

Cases Supported, by Year 





HIDTA Intelligence Driven Cases 



Baseline tt 

# Cases # Cases t . • ^ 

- _ „ Total Cases 

Strateqtcally Tactically _ , ^ 

* / e _ ^ Supported 

Supported Supported 

% Cases 
Supported 

Year 

Cases 

Generated 


2004 





2005 





2006 





2007 







SOURCE: Initiative Statistical Reports 
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NEED SPECIFIC EXAMPLE 


Goal 2; Improve the efficiency and effectiveness of HIDTA initiatives 


Need Specific TABLE : Number of Spin-off Cases Referred, 

by Year 


Sample HIDTA Spin-off Cases 


Baseline tt 
Prisoner 
Debriefings 


Baseline If Spin- 
off Cases 


# Prisoner # Spin-off 
Debriefings Cases Referred 


% Change m Cases 
Referred from 
Baseline 


2004 

36 

19 

27 

15 

2005 





2006 





2007 






HIDTA Spin-off Cases 


Baseline n 
Prisoner 
Debriefings 


Baseline H Spin- 
off Cases 


« Prisoner 
Debriefings 


# Spin-off 
Cases Referred 


% Change in Cases 
Referred from 
Baseline 


2004 





2005 





2006 





2007 






SOURCE: Initiative Statistical Reports 
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CORE MEASURE 


Goal 1: Disrupt the market for iilegal drugs by dismantling or disrupting drug trafficking organizations 


Worksheet for Core TABLE 5: Drugs Removed from the Marketplace, 2004 



SOURCE: Matrix, "^jeciai issue: illicit Drug Prices January 2004^une 2004.” Narcotics Digest WeeKly, Vol. 3, No. 29, July 20, 2004. 
HIDTAs may use other sources for drug prices if they are more accurate for their geographic area. Please cite all sources used. 

NOTE; 1kg = 2.2lbs. 11b == 16oz. Round all seizures to the nearest whole number (under 5 round down, 5 or over round up). 

EXAMPLE: The average of a wholesale value of S2,000-$4.000 is $3,000. (20004-4000)/2 

EXAMPLE: When calculating the wholesale value of drugs seized use the average of the NOIC listings for all areas (states, cities) and all 
drug types (Mexican heroin. South American heroin. Southeast Asian heroin) in your HiOTA. if your area is not listed, use the area closes! 
to your HIDTA region. For example, the wholesale value of heroin in Washington/Baltimore HIOTA would be calculated as follows: 

Wholesale value of heroin = (Wash, average X kg seized in Wash.) + (Balt, average X kg seized in MD) + (Fairfax average X kg seized in 
VA) 

NOTE; The wholesale value for drugs seized established in Table 5 will also be used in Tables 6 and 8. 
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OFR Response from the Central Florida HIDTA 


March 28, 2005 


Chairman Mark Souder 
Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, 

Drug Policy and Human Resources 

B-373 Rayburn Office Building Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Chairman Souder: 

I would like to thank you and the committee members for seeking the facts about the High 
Intensity Drug Trafficking Area program and giving myself and the other HEDTA Directors the 
opportunity to respond to your inquiry. In response to your questions: 

1) “Although each High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) received a certain 
amount of money from the federal government to help fund its activities, state and local 
agencies participating in the HIDTA have also agreed to dedicate their own resources to 
HIDTA task forces and initiatives - in the form of personnel, equipment, office space, 
etc. Some of those contributions are reimbursed by the federal funds, but not all.” 

a) “What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed state and local 
contributions to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA ?” The dollar amount is 
approximate because of differences in salaries, fringe benefits, leasing expenses, etc. This 
figure is an estimate and I believe it to be very conservative. The total dollar value of all 
unreimbursed state and local contributions to the Central Florida HIDTA is 
approximately $11,934,000 annually. 

b) “What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed contributions of federal 
law enforcement agencies to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA?” Approximately 
$6,559,000 annually. 

c) “Do you believe that, if your HIDTA’s federal program fund were reduced or 
eliminated, that the state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA would 
continue to make all of those unreimbursed contributions, or would they be likely to 
put those resources elsewhere?” I believe four (4) of our ten (10) enforcement task 
forces would cease to exist immediately. The remaining six (6) task forces would 
probably remain in place but would not have the resources to work investigations outside 
their immediate jurisdictions. Sgt. Ken Morman, Tampa Police Department : “ In over 
twenty years of drug law enforcement, HIDTA is the only program I have seen, heard of, 
or been affiliated with, that has facilitated cooperation and communication between 
agencies for an extended period of time. HIDTA is not just a funding source for cases; it 
is the foundation on which our battle plan is formulated to fight the war against drugs”. 

Lt. Marty Hart, Pinellas County Sheriffs Office: “Without HIDTA I can assure you that 
my agency, and others like mine, would definitely be unable to function in the manner 
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that we have since HIDTA was instituted”. Captain Dave Hudson, Volusia County 
Sheriffs Office: “I believe that this cut in fiinding, and /or dismantling of certain HIDTA 
initiatives, would have a direct negative impact on federal, state, and local agencies 
ability to conduct the number of safe, quality, and long term narcotics investigations the 
citizens of our country deserve”. 

I have been told by numerous law enforcement administrators and drug unit commanders 
that should HIDTA funds be eliminated or significantly reduced that they could not 
continue to make the contributions they are making to drug enforcement and would have 
to realign their resources. 

2) “State and local agencies that currently participate in the HIDTA program have to 
decide for themselves how many officers and how much equipment, office space or 
other resources to dedicate to HIDTA task forces or initiatives. They have to go 
through the same long-term budget planning that the federal government does to reach 
these decisions. If each individual HIDTA’s federal budget were to fluctuate 
significantly each year, do you believe that that would make it more difficult for state 
and local agencies to commit their resources to HIDTA over the long term?” It would 
not only make it very difficult it would lead to their lack of participation in the HIDTA 
program. A fluctuation would void some enforcement task forces. It would not be very 
productive to ask, or require, a narcotic task force to expand the scope of their investigations 
to a national or international level and then decrease or fluctuate their funding. 


3) “The Administration has argued that the HIDTA Program now gives too little 
discretion to the federal government to redirect HIDTA resources to respond to the 
changing drug threat. They have stated that locking in each HIDTA’s budget every 
year means that the program cannot adapt when the drug traffickers adapt. Should the 
Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) have at least some discretion to 
reallocate the HIDTA budget? If so, what do you believe is the right amount of 
discretion, and how could that discretion best be used without unduly disrupting each 
HIDTA’s operations?” One of the strengths of the HIDTA Program is its ability to adapt 
to, and address a changing regional drug threat. Should a new drug pose a threat to central 
Florida the Central Florida HIDTA could re-direct assets to address that threat within thirty 
days and quite possibly sooner per direction of the Executive Board. Each HIDTA has to 
have an annual baseline budget which will not fluctuate. ONDCP in the past has had the 
discretion to distribute supplemental funding as it deemed appropriate. I believe this is 
sufficient discretion. 

4) “The Administration has proposed transferring the HIDTA program from the 
management of ONDCP to the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force 
(OCDETF) at the U.S. Department of Justice.” 

a) “Do you support this proposal? If not, why not?” I do not support this proposal. 
OCDETF and HIDTA are different programs. I have served as a Regional OCDETF 
Coordinator. OCDETF is a case specific funding mechanism. OCDETF funding is not 
threat specific. Various law enforcement agencies request OCDETF funding for a 
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particular investigation quite possibly with no thought to the pending threat to that 
region. HIDTA funds drug enforcement task forces. These task forces are required to 
meet several criteria including but not limited to the regional threat, sharing of 
intelligence, de-confliction, and focusing on drug organizations with regional, national, 
and international scope. These task forces are reviewed quarterly and failure to meet the 
above criteria can result in loss of funding. 

• Under ONDCP HIDTA executive boards are made up of equal representation 
between state/local and federal participants. This balance is one of HIDTAs 
strengths. A move to OCDETF under the Justice Department would give the federal 
side at least a perceived advantage. 

• The HIDTA Program has been successful under ONDCP’s Bureau of State and Local 
Affairs. If it is not broken why fix it ??? 

• The HIDTA Programs success is due largely to support by state and local agencies. 
Both state and local agencies and federal agencies have a voice in the HIDTA 
program. As a manager of a HIDTA program I strive to see that neither the federal or 
the state and local side gain an advantage. 

b) “Do you believe that the state and local agencies you work with would prefer to 
work with the OCDETF program than with HIDTA as it currently exists?” Not one 
HIDTA participant would prefer OCDETF. Many have referred to inconsistencies with 
OCDETF funding. Numerous have mentioned OCDETF funding not being available 
when needed, stating that if a case had been initiated early in the fiscal year they may 
have received OCDETF funding, however, if the investigation was initiated later no 
funding was available. This indicates no emphasis being given to the scope or caliber of 
the investigation or the threat. All Central Florida HIDTA participants questioned 
emphatically preferred HIDTA to OCDETF. 


c) “What are the primary differences, in your opinion, between the OCDETF program 
and the current HIDTA program?” 

OCDETF is a funding mechanism and is not operational. They do not perform any 
enforcement activities. HIDTA funded task forces are commingled, collocated, multi- 
agency, operational units made up of federal, state and local officers with various 
missions that include, but are not limited to, money laundering, drug distribution, sales, 
interdiction, prosecution, violence, gangs and intelligence. These task forces are 
evaluated quarterly. 

OCDETF has no intelligence capabilities of its own nor does it provide any 
intelligence to law enforcement. All intelligence resides within the member’s 
respective agency with no mandate to share that intelligence. OCDETF’s support 
activity is that of funding. The majority of OCDETF funding goes to federal 
personnel for salaries. 
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5) “Current ONDCP operation guidelines for the HIDTA program require that each 
HIDTA divide full voting authority on its executive board between federal agency 
representatives on one band, and state and local agency representatives on the other. 
The Administration has apparently not yet decided whether OCDETF would maintain 
this practice if given control of the HIDTA program.” 

a) “Does your HIDTA currently comply with this directive? If not, why not?” Yes, the 
Central Florida HIDTA does comply with this directive. However, the merger of US 
Customs with Immigration has temporarily created an imbalance. It has not been a 
problem but another federal agency is being sought. 

b) “How important is this 50/50 balance on the executive board to the overall success 
of your HIDTA? If that balance were eliminated and federal agencies were given 
majority control of each HIDTA, would that have a negative impact on the 
HIDTAs? If so, how?” One reason for the success of the HIDTA Program is the 
balance of the executive boards between federal, state and local law enforcement leaders 
giving each an equal voice in the program. If this balance were eliminated and federal 
agencies were to take control many state and local participants would eventually leave. 
This would certainly weaken the program. The state and local commitment and resources 
to the HIDTA Program outweigh those of the federal government. 

6) “Do you believe that the uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA program created by 
the Administration’s proposals has itself had a negative impact on your HIDTA’s 
programs? For example, could that uncertainty make it more difficult to hire or 
retain new personnel for your HIDTA’s administrative officers, or make it more 
difficult to obtain personnel, resource, or other commitments from state, local or 
federal agencies partieipating in your HIDTA?” Yes, it has had a significantly 
negative impact on the HIDTA Program. It has been very disruptive. Task force officers 
and support personnel are concerned whether the HIDTA will be in existence. This 
uncertainty has also affected morale and to a lesser extent damaged the relationship 
between our state/local and federal agencies. 

All federal and state and local agencies involved in the HIDTA program are great 
supporters of the program. While the funding is certainly important, these agencies 
believe in the concept of the HIDTA program. These law enforcement officers enjoy, 
and see the need to take their investigations to the next level. The HIDTA program 
affords them this opportunity. Thank you for your interest and allowing me to 
respond to these questions. 


William T. Fernandez 
Director 

Central Florida HIDTA 
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COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE, DRUG POLICY AND HUMAN 

RESOURCES 

“FY 2006 Drug Control Budget and the Byme Grant, HIDTA, and other law enforcement 
programs: Are we jeopardizing federal, state, and local cooperation?” 

RESPONSES FROM Appalachia HIDTA Director Frank Rapier 

1, Although each High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) receives a 
certain amount of money from the federal government to help fund its 
activities, state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA have also 
agreed to dedicate their own resources to HIDTA task forces and initiatives - 
in the form of personnel, equipment, office space, etc. Some of those 
contributions are reimbursed by the federal funds, but not all. 

a. What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed state and 
local contributions to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA? 

Appalachia HIDTA consists of 68 counties in the Appalachian 
regions of Kentucky, Tennessee and West Virginia. The HIDTA 
funding that is provided to these regions funds 16 Investigative 
Task Forces that are made up of 79 full time federal; 252 full time 
state; and 88 full time local participants. The AHIDTA also funds 
an Investigative Support Center, and Drug Demand Reduction and 
Prosecution Initiatives in each state. The AHIDTA additionally 
supports one of our Nations largest and most productive Marijuana 
Eradication Programs. Based on our best estimates the total dollar 
value of un-reimbursed state and local contributions to the 
Appalachia HIDTA is approximately $20,250,000 annually. We 
consider this to be a very significant “buy-in” to this HIDTA since 
we are located in a poverty stricken part of the country where state 
and local budgets are very limited. 

b. What is the approximate value of all un-reimbursed contributions 
of federal law enforcement agencies to HIDTA initiatives in your 
HIDTA? 

The value is approximately $9,700,000 annually. 

c. Do you believe that, if your HIDTA’s federal program funds were 
reduced or eliminated, that the state and local agencies 
participating in the HIDTA would continue to make all of those 
unreimbursed contributions, or would they be likely to put those 
resources elsewhere? 
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No. The participating agencies would be unlikely to be able to 
maintain and fund task forces. A survey of HIDTA task forces has 
indicated that the results of the proposed cuts in funding would 
result in the elimination of 5 task forces and a 50%-75% cut in 1 1 
others. HIDTA enables its participating agencies to pursue 
worthwhile national and international targets as well as the 
regional drug threat without being dependant upon forfeiture 
money. It’s also a “no match grant”. This enables very “poor” or 
financially strapped agencies to participate on an equal basis. 
Sheriff Gene Rollon, from Laurel County, Kentucky serves on the 
AHIDTA Executive Board. He describes the HIDTA program as 
being, "the only federal program that brings federal, state and 
local law enforcement collaborating together beginning at an 
Executive Board.” When he learned of the proposal to drastically 
cut the funding of HIDTA, and place it under OCDETF, he stated, 
“The federal agencies can’t do it alone and neither can we. 
There is one successful way we can achieve law enforcement 
results in fighting the drug problem. The way we are currently 
doing it at Appalachia HIDTA - together.” Chief Alan Meek of 
the Barhoursville Police Department, Barboursville, West Virginia 
wrote in a letter to all police chiefs in the three states represented 
by the AHIDTA, "... (The reduction in funding and move to 
OCDETF) will severely curtail out ability to engage the most 
serious threat to our society - drugs. Personally, I feel that with 
the emerging threat of methamphetamine in our areas, these cuts 
could not come at a worse time ! The President cannot lose focus 
on the war we are fighting everyday here at home . We should be 
looking at of increasing funding for this war not reducing 

or eliminating it.” The drastic reduction or elimination of these 
and Byrne Grant funds would have a devastating effect on task 
force operations, and force an increased dependence on forfeiture 
funding. This would restrict the ability to investigate crimes that 
while having a devastating effect on the community, have little or 
no “return” potential eg. Crack, methamphetamine, and diverted 
prescription drugs, as well as allow forfeitures to dictate 
investigative efforts. 

2. State and local agencies that currently participate in the HIDTA program have 
to decide for themselves how many officers and how much equipment, office 
space or other resources to dedicate to HIDTA task forces or initiatives. 
They have to go through the same long-term budget planning that the federal 
government does to reach these decisions. If each individual HIDTA’s federal 
budget were to fluctuate significantly each year, do you believe that that 
would make it more difficult for state and local agencies to commit their 
resources to HIDTA over the long term? 
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Absolutely! Not only would this make commitment on a year to 
year basis almost impossible, it would (and already is) subtly 
eroding confidence in our program and making it far more difficult 
to depend on a total “buy-in” by participating agencies. Executive 
Board Chairman, Tennessee Bureau of Investigation Assistant 
Director William Benson described the problem thusly, "1 have no 
doubt that if federal program funds are drastically reduced or 
completely eliminated, state and local law enforcement agencies 
would be forced to redirect resources, particularly manpower, 1 
would also be concerned that if these resources are reallocated, 
attention toward large-scale drug organizations might also be 
redirected to smaller, street level operations. " 

3. The Administration has argued that the HIDTA program now gives too little 
discretion to the federal government to redirect HIDTA resources to respond 
to the changing drag threat. They have stated that locking in each HIDTA’s 
budget every year means that the program cannot adapt when the drug 
traffickers adapt. Should the Office of National Drug Control Policy 
(ONDCP) have at least some discretion to reallocate the HIDTA budget? If 
so, what do you believe is the right amount of discretion, and how could that 
discretion best be used without unduly disrupting each HIDTA’s operations? 

This discretion should be limited. While one can argue that in 
theory this concept is logical, in reality we have seen that in this 
instance, ONDCP has proposed an arbitrary and capricious plan of 
action that would cripple state and local drug enforcement efforts, 
with no logical basis and with no real alternative plan. In reality, 
Congress thoughtfully funded each HIDTA after in-depth research 
and planning. A large scale shift in funding should be made only 
after reflection, within the perspective of the regional threat and 
only in the case of a drastic change in that threat or in the event of 
proven corruption or inefficiency. 

1 feel that additional (supplemental) discretionary funding should 
be placed at the discretion of the National HIDTA Director to best 
address rising threats and trends. This special funding could be 
used for any number of initiatives including eradication, 
interdiction and CPOT investigations. 

4. The Administration has proposed transferring the HIDTA program from the 
management of ONDCP to the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task 
Force (OCDETF) at the U.S. Department of Justice. 

a. Do you support this proposal? If not, why not? 

( 1 ) No. Definitely not. 
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(2) They are entirely different programs with entirely different 
focuses and approaches. The OCDETF program is made 
up of 9 regional task force areas nationally. These “task 
forces” are non-operational administrative bodies that are 
labeled with the misnomer that they are actually functional 
task forces. AHIDTA is comprised of counties from three 
states. If this program came to pass, our three states would 
be administered by two separate OCDETF task force 
regions. This also puts rural areas with unique but 
significant drug problems at a great disadvantage when 
competing for case funding. For example Kentucky and 
West Virginia are in the Great Lakes region, which is 
administered out of Chicago. In past dealings with 
OCDETF, Kentucky and West Virginia being less 
populated rural areas were unable to compete for funding 
with large metropolitan areas like Detroit, Chicago and 
Cleveland. As ONDCP Director John Walters has stated, 
the domestic marijuana production that our rural area is 
noted for is every bit the national threat as that found in 
these urban areas. 

b. Do you believe that state and local agencies you work with would 
prefer to work with the OCDETF program than with HIDTA as it 
currently exists? 

Absolutely not. 

c. What are the primary differences, in your opinion, between the 
OCDETF program and the current HIDTA program? 

The OCDETF program is an administrative funding 
program that operates from the top down . In other words, 
money is only allocated after an investigation is developed 
to the point that upper level targets have been identified, 
and a strategy is in place to address them. This funding in 
our experience is only limited to overtime which either 
never materializes or is so difficult and untimely in 
attainment that most agencies give up in frustration or 
never seek it to begin with. 

OCDETF only funds federal salaries and state and local 
overtime. HIDTA is forbidden to supplant Federal 
budgets, and in fact is mandated to allocate no less than 
51% of its funding to state and local initiatives. AHIDTA 
currently allocates 92% of its $6,022,000 budget to fund 



326 


state and local initiatives. Obviously severely cutting or 
eliminating these funds would be devastating! 

In addition to investigative and intelligence initiatives, 
HIDTA’s support demand reduction initiatives as well as 
domestic marijuana eradication. This gives them a unique 
approach that OCDETF has never taken. OCDETF does 
not fund either. 

The HIDTA program is built from the bottom up, featuring 
equal partnership with all participants. A major attribute of 
this program is the Executive Board which provides state, 
local and federal ownership of the program. Each HIDTA 
is individualized according to its operational area, and 
allows for unique strategies to address unique problems. 
The administrative function is extremely timely and 
smooth. Major cases are developed and support from 
initiation to adjudication by a task force that has a 
continuous funding mechanism. Ironically, according to 
recent statistics illuminating HIDTA's position in CPOT, 
RPOT, and OCDETF designated cases, it appears that 
CPOT, RPOT, and OCDETF would he severely hampered 
by the elimination of HIDTA! 

5. Current ONDCP operating guidelines for the HIDTA program require that 
each HIDTA divide full voting authority on its executive board between 
federal agency representatives on one hand, and state and local agency 
representatives on the other. The Administration has apparently not yet 
decided whether OCDETF would maintain this practice if given control of the 
HIDTA program. 

a. Does your HIDTA currently comply with this directive? If not, 
why not? 

Yes 

b. How important is this 50/50 balance on the executive board to the 
overall success of your HIDTA? If that balance was eliminated 
and federal agencies were given the majority control of each 
HIDTA, would that have a negative impact on the HIDTAs? If so, 
how? 


This balance is extremely important. Without this balance, 
it would be just another Federal program. As Chairman 
Sander stated on March 10, 2005, “State and local law 
enforcement personnel are fighting on the front lines, in a 
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struggle to stop drag trafficking. They make over 90% of the 
drug-related arrests and seizures.” 

No one entity should be able to control the others. The danger in 
this would be a focus on one aspect of a threat, which limits a 
coordinated response to the systemic problem. This type of 
approach does not accurately reflect an effective drug control 
strategy, and consequently a fair allocation of resources. An 
example of this arbitrary shift in focus is reflected in Director 
Walters’s statements in March of this year, when he spoke of the 
Administration’s recognition of the national threat of domestically 
cultivated marijuana. Only day’s later, he advocated a shift to total 
financial commitment of CPOT investigations and foreign sources 
of supply. Without the aforementioned 50/50 balance, it would be 
impossible to stay the course of aggressively and systematically 
addressing the Nation’s drug threat in a logical manner. This 
environment would not only create a negative impact on 
HIDTA ’s, but also to every man, woman and child in the United 
States. 

6. Do you believe that the uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA program created 
by the Administration’s proposals has itself had a negative impact on your 
HIDTA’s programs? For example, could that uncertainty make it more 
difficult to obtain personnel, resource, or other commitments from state, local, 
or federal agencies participating in your HIDTA? 

Yes, definitely. In fact, it has already subtly eroded our 
participating agencies confidence in us. On numerous occasions, I 
or my staff has been asked about the future of funding for the 
HIDTA program. Trust is a fragile thing. We have worked hard to 
build up this trust. This budget proposal has damaged it. 

Effective enforcement must be carefully planned. This would be 
impossible if this proposal comes to pass. 
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Honorable Mark E. Souder 
Congress of the United States 
House of Representatives 
Committee on Government Reform 

Chairman - Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy and Human Resources 
B-373 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 
20515-5143 

Dear Congressman Souder, 

I received your request for information concerning the impact on the Houston HIDTA related to the 
President’s FY/2006 budget proposal to reduce funding and move the HIDTA program to the Department of 
Justice, reportedly under the auspices of OCDETF. I want to preface my response by thanking you and the 
subcommittee for your incisive deliberations and dedication to making informed decisions. I was a career 
federal officer with years spent in the Border Patrol, Customs Agency Service and DEA. I was fortunate 
enough to be part of task forces for many of those years and was the only federal agent to ever be president 
of the California Narcotic Officers Association. I offer this brief biography only as a qualification for 
understanding the issues of drug law enforeement as it relates to the many disciplines combating the threat of 
drug trafficking. After ten years as the Director of the Houston HIDTA, prefaced by three years as a DEA 
supervisor assigned to a HIDTA task force, I have intimate knowledge of the program’s strengths and 
weaknesses. I can slate honestly and unequivocally in my 39 years of law enforcement related experience 
the HIDTA program is the best example of what inter-agency cooperation and planning can achieve. Its loss 
will place drug law enforcement back to an era of operational isolation, agency parochialism and distrust. 
Again, thank you and the subcommittee for your concern and interest in this matter. 

Stanley E. Furce 


Housion HIDTA, 1531 1 Vantage Porieway West, Suite 286, Houston. Texas 77032 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE WRITTEN RECORD FOR MR. STAN FURCE, 
DIRECTOR, HOUSTON HIDTA 


1 . Although EACH High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) receives a 
certain amount of money from the federal government to help fund its 
activities, state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA have also 
agreed to dedicate their own resources to HIDTA task forces and initiatives - 
in the form of personnel, equipment, office space, etc. Some of those 
contributions are reimbursed by the federal funds, but not all. 

a. What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed state and local 
contributions to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA? 

Response; $21,053,356 (conservative estimate) 

b. What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed contributions of 
federal law enforcement agencies to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA? 

Response: $17,361,340 (conservative estimate) 

c. Do you believe that, if your HIDTA’s federal program funds were reduced 
or eliminated, that the state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA 
would continue to make all of those unreimbursed contributions or would 
they be likely to put those resources elsewhere? 

Response: It would be impossible for all of our state/local participants to 
make the current unreimbursed contributions and commitments. Some 
may be able to maintain a presence but minimally compared to the 
present state. In most instances those resources will be returned to the 
host agency. 


2. State and local agencies that currently participate in the HIDTA program have 
to decide for themselves how many officers and how much equipment, office 
space or other resources to dedicate to HIDTA task forces or initiatives. They 
have to go through the same long-term budget planning that the federal 
government does to reach these decision. If each individual HIDTA’s federal 
budget were to fluctuate significantly each year, do you believe that would 
make it more difficult for state and local agencies to commit their resources to 
HIDTA over the long term? 


Response: Too often the federal government’s inconsistency in 
programs is its actual consistency. Long term planning (beyond one 
year) requires a stable base upon which to determine direction, goals 
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and objectives. Fiscal stability is key to such planning. However, so is 
the commitment to maintain a program, a promise and a course of 
action. Vacillation in commitment is not the same as tweaking 
operational and strategic processes for the sake of improvement. If a 
chief of police decides to devote officers and other resources to a task 
force most likely he/she has had to revamp other areas of his/her 
department. Understandably, if such assignment is targeted at a short 
term, ad hoc problem, those resources can be reinserted into 
departmental operations predictably. However, the HIDTA program ’s 
very essence is to assess threats and employ strategic measures to 
combat those threats in a consistent manner. ..making adjustments as 
the threat dictates. Constant programmatic fluctuations from 
Washington, D.C. would create strategic planning chaos at the local 
level. The federal government cannot and should not expect state/local 
counterparts to react and follow its whims. State/local law enforcement 
agencies have their own mandates and responsibilities. Their 
participation in federal programs can and should only be expected if 
their mandates and responsibilities derive benefit from such 
participation. Consistency must drive the train. The federal 
government’s creation of new terrorist, intelligence, gang, and strike 
force task forces is placing a complicated, stove piped demand on 
state/local participation. They naturally wonder if HIDTA can be 
dissolved, what about the integrity and durability of other new task 
forces? Loss of the HIDTA program will certainly give state/local 
agencies pause about future participation in any program. 


3. The Administration has argued that the HIDTA program now gives too little 
discretion to the federal government to redirect HIDTA resources to respond 
to the changing drug threat. They have stated that locking in each HIDTA’s 
budget every year means that the program cannot adapt when the drug 
traffickers adapt. Should the Office of National Drug Control Policy 
(ONDCP) have at least some discretion to reallocate the HIDTA budget? If 
so, what do you believe is the right amount of discretion, and how could that 
discretion best be used without unduly disrupting each HIDTA’s operations? 

Response: Individual HIDTA budgets have been largely stagnant since 
1997. Although HIDTAs have consistently argued for and requested 
cost-of-living increases, we have been denied. Despite that fact and 
ONDCP’s assertion, HIDTAs have been able to maintain, add and 
realign taskforces and strategies to address new and changing threats. 
That demonstrates the unique ability of HIDTA Executive Boards to 
adjust to regional needs. ONDCP staff, other than the Office of State 
and Local Affairs (OSLA), has never entered into dialogue with the 
HIDTA Director’s Advisory Committee or Executive Boards to seek 
their guidance about the National Drug Strategy, formulation of the 
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annual HIDTA budget submission, their wants, needs, desires or ideas. 
Therefore, unless the HIDTAs were involved I would not promote 
unilateral discretion to ONDCP for their disbursement of funds to 
HIDTAs. The current $20million dollar enhancement that ONDCP 
receives annually from the Congress for discretionary funding is 
adequate but should also involve HIDTA input for delineation. Finally, 
ONDCP does not have the resources or capability to determine or assess 
the needs of every HIDTA. 


4. The Administration has proposed transferring the HIDTA program from the 
management of ONDCP to the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task 
Force (OCDETF) at the U.S. Department of Justice. 

a. Do you support his proposal? If not, why not? 

Response: No, I do not support this proposal. All of my opinions are 
outlined in the position paper furnished by the National HIDTA 
Directors Association (NHDA) that I helped author. Succinctly put: 

• The missions are totally different. OCDETF assists in the federal 
prosecution of a specific level of cases. HIDTA supports 
operational task forces that prosecute cases, state and federal, at 
all levels. HIDTA also supports systemic innovations that 
improve the efficiency and effectiveness of law enforcement 
agencies. 

• OCDETF will be led and driven by DOJ personnel, policies and 
intent. HIDTA is led and driven by an equal partnership of 
federal, state and local agencies deciding their direction. 

• OCDETF cannot act as the neutral party that HIDTA represents. 

• OCDETF cannot support or maintain the intelligence or 
investigative support network established by HIDTA over the last 
fourteen years. 

• OCDETF cannot offer the fiscal or strategic flexibility HIDTA 
can and does perform. 

b. Do you believe that the state and local agencies you work with would 
prefer to work with the OCDETF program than with HIDTA as it currently 
exists? 

Response: The stateAocal agencies in the Houston area generally 
only interact with OCDETF through HIDTA task forces or DEA 
groups. StateAocal agencies do not consider OCDETF, as it 
currently exists, as anything more than a funding mechanism to add 
state and local participants to a federal case. 
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c. What are the primary differences, in your opinion, between the OCDETF 
program and the current HIDTA program? 

Response: In addition to my responses in ‘a. ’ above and the NHDA 
position paper my opinion is that HIDTA represents and addresses 
the totality of drug enforcement, i.e., classic drug investigations, 
money laundering, gangs, interdiction, ad hoc threats, strategic 
intelligence, investigative support, bricks and mortar, equipment and 
evaluation led by regional law enforcement administrators. HIDTA 
encourages and supports innovation and creativity. OCDETF is a 
DOJ- led program designed to add personnel to federal agencies and 
support specific cases only. 


5. Current ONDCP operating guidelines for the HIDTA program require that 
each HIDTA divide full voting authority on its executive board between 
federal agency representatives on one hand, and the state and local agency 
representatives on the other. The Administration has apparently not yet 
decided whether OCDETF would maintain this practice if given control of the 
HIDTA program. 

a. Does your HIDTA currently comply with this directive? If not, why not? 

Response: Yes, the Houston HIDTA has sixteen members on its 
Executive Board. Eight are from state/local agencies the other eight 
represent federal agencies. 

b. How important is this 50/50 balance on the executive board to the overall 
success of your HIDTA? If that balance were eliminated and federal 
agencies were given majority control of each HIDTA, would that have a 
negative impact on the HIDTA’s? If so, how? 

Response: There is no doubt that there will be a negative impact. No 
matter how well intentioned the Dept, of Justice may be to include 
state/local participation the playing field can never be even. In every 
program overseen by a DOJ agency their rules supersede all others. 
While state/local agencies may participate in some form of morphed 
HIDTA there can never be the degree of fairness for them and as a 
result less reason to play a part. Federal agencies are driven by DC 
politics and policies that may or may not dovetail with regional needs 
and requirements. If those regional needs or requirements cannot he 
addressed by the federal entity, the incentive for state/local 
participation becomes less than enthusiastic. 
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6. Do you believe that the uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA program created 
by the Administration’s proposals has itself had a negative impact on your 
HIDTA’s program? For example, could that uncertainty make it more 
difficult to hire or retain new personnel for your HIDTA’s administrative 
offices, or make it more difficult to obtain personnel, resource, or other 
commitments from state, local, or federal agencies participating in your 
HIDTA? 

Response; As I mentioned above, inconsistency thwarts involvement, 
contribution and attachment to any program. Our state, local and 
federal agencies are disillusioned and disappointed. They have 
worked very hard as a team over the last fourteen years to build 
alliances and trust; to build systems and standard-operating- 
procedures (SOPs); to be innovative and creative; to elevate the 
extent of their cases beyond parochial boundaries; and to critically 
evaluate their performance. Now the budget proposal suggests that 
was not enough, and/or not good enough and/or OCDETF can do it 
better with their leadership. That is a slap in the face. The fact that 
ONDCP and DO J have no plans or answers to how this change in 
leadership will be conducted or affect any of the accomplishments 
just mentioned is an insult. The personnel that HIDTA employs are 
nervous and looking for Jobs elsewhere. The enthusiasm to conduct 
business as usual dissipates daily. How are we to prepare the budget 
for FY/2006? To whom do we send it? What do we do about leases 
for space, vehicles, copiers, telephone lines etc? Do we proceed with 
long-term projects? How and when do agencies prepare for the loss 
of funding and the return of personnel? This proposal can implode 
HIDTAs before the budget is passed. Despite all this negativity, cops 
will do what cops always do, make cases and put people in Jail. The 
issue is *can or will they be as effective post-HIDTA ’? The Houston 
HIDTA does not believe they can be. 
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NATIONAL HIDTA DIRECTORS ASSOCIATION 
Questions / Responses for the Written Record 

by 

Roger F. Bass, Director 

Los Angeles high Intensity Drug Trafficking Area 

House Committee on Government Reform 
Subcommittee on Criminal Justice 
Drug Policy and Human Reform 

Fiscal Year 2006 Drug Budget and the Byrne Grants, HIDTA and other Law 
Enforcement Programs: 

“Are we jeopardizing federal, state and local cooperation?” 

March 31. 2005 


Chairman Souder, Ranking Member Cummings and distinguished members of the 
Committee: I would like to thank you very much for allowing me the opportunity to 
respond to your questions concerning the Administration’s F/Y 2006 budget proposal that 
contains both unprecedented budget cuts and transfer of the HIDTA Program to the 
Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF). I write to you with over 40 
years of diversified law enforcement experience. During my career, I have worked as a 
police officer, supervisor, administrator and Chief of Police. I have had the privilege of 
serving as the Director of the Los Angeles High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (LA- 
HIDTA) since July of 1994. Among my duties as a HIDTA Director, I served on the 
committee that developed the HIDTA Performance Management Process (PMP) 
presently used in the HIDTA Program. 1 have had the opportunity to witness the 
remarkable growth and maturity of the HIDTA Program from its early days to its current 
day development as a fully functioning and extremely capable regional and multi- 
jurisdictional law enforcement narcotic trafficking strategy. 

Questions / Responses 


1. Although each High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) receives a 
certain amount of money from the federal government to help fund its 
activities, state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA have also 
agreed to dedicate their own resources to HIDTA task forces and initiatives - 
- in the form of personnel, equipment, office space, etc. Some of those 
contributions are reimbursed by the federal funds, but not all. 

a) What is the approximate dollar value of all un-reimbursed state and 
local contributions to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA? 

Response: In C/Y 2005, this HIDTA consists of seven major operational 
task forces comprised of collocated Federal, State and local law 
enforcement agencies, three intelligence initiatives and five critical 
support elements. Each are dedicated to the task of positively impacting 
the major drug trafficking problems that continue to face our geographic 
region and country. 
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The Los Angeles HIDTA program involves hundreds of State and local 
law enforcement personnel from agencies that make significant 
contributions to our initiatives which are not reimbursed. The dollar 
amounts that are reflected have been reported by our participating 
agencies and provide a fairly accurate and conservative estimate of their 
contributions to our Los Angeles HBDTA Program, 

The total amount of all State and local law enforcement agency 
contributions to the Los Angeles HIDTA Program amounts to 

842,646.961 


b) What is the approximate dollar value of all un-reimbursed 
contributions of federal law enforcement agencies to HIDTA 
initiatives in your HIDTA? 

Response: The total amount of all Federal law enforcement agency 
contributions to the Los Angeles HIDTA Program amounts to 

$13.043,409. 


c) Do you believe that, if your HIDTA’s federal program funds were 
reduced or eliminated, that the state and local agencies participating 
in the HIDTA would continue to make all of these un-reimbursed 
contributions, or would they be likely to put those resources 
elsewhere? 

Response: The various state and local law enforcement agencies clearly 
would take their resources and place then where they could get better 
support. They simply could not afford to participate in the HIDTA 
program should funds be reduced or eliminated. The following will reflect 
the estimated impact: 

The Following impact statements’ reflect what will occur should the 
Administration’s 2006 Budget Proposal be placed Into effect; 

3 Would, in all probability, eliminate the Los Angeles High Intensity 
Drug Trafficking Area (LA-HIDTA) or so minimally fund the 
program that it would make it ineffective . 

3 Would dissolve the Los Angeles High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area 
(LA-HIDTA) Executive Board, which is comprised of regional 
Federal, State and local law enforcement executives, thus eliminating 
this very unique and viable leadership capability - loss of neutral 
leadership. 

3 Most likely would eliminate the 3 intelligence initiatives and 7 multi- 
jurisdictional (Federal, State & local), collocated task forces of the Los 
Angeles High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (LA-HIDTA). 
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sZl Would result in significantly less trafficking organizations, drags and 
assets being removed from the streets of our country . As an example 
in 2004, our intelligence and enforcement efforts impacted 192major 
drug trafficking organizations (64% of those targeted) resulting in the 
seizure of over 52 tons of dangerous drugs, 1,378 arrests and over $22 
million in cash and an additional $8 million in assets. 

2 Seriously impact information sharing — Of special concern would be 
the loss of our deconfliction capabilities which presently serves 4 
HIDTA regions (Los Angeles, Northern California, Central California 
and Nevada. This notable capability presently serves 24 counties 
within the State of California (24 out of 58 - 41.4%) and 1 county in 
the State of Nevada all of which includes 384 Federal, State & local 
law enforcement agencies. In 2004, our deconfliction center handled 
262,267 inquiries, 33,784 critical events with 1,221 (4%) “conflicts” 
successfully resolved - a direct impact on both officer and citizen 
safety. 

2 Would eliminate the Los Angeles High Intensity Drug Trafficking 
Area (LA-HIDTA) Annual regional Threat Assessment, Strategy, and 
Annual Reporting process. 

2 Would decentralize the drug enforcement efforts in our region taking 
everyone back to the 1960’s and 1970’s with everyone “doing their 
own thing” with little or no communication, coordination, 
accountability or centralized purpose. 

2 Potential loss of over $14 million dollars annually dedicated to 
support Federal, State and Local drug law enforcement efforts in our 
four county (Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside and San Bernardino 
Counties) region. 

2 Elimination of a viable training capability which traditionally provides 
over 200 law enforcement related training events (37,216 student 
hours) each year. These “state of the art” training offerings typically 
reach over 2,500 “students” from some 180 various Federal, State and 
local law enforcement agencies within our region. 

2 Would significantly restrict the ability of law enforcement to remain 
current with “state-of-the- art” technological advances and / or 
upgrades to existing systems. 

2 Would enhance an environment conducive to violent crime and death 
“ negative impact on the overall “quality of life” for our citizens. 

2 Would eliminate the ability to “leverage” drug law enforcement 
resources in the Los Angeles High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area 
(LA-HIDTA) - thus seriously impacting efficiency, effectiveness and 
productivity. 
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2 Would eliminate prosecution resources dedicated to the Los Angeles 
High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (LA-HIDTA). 


2. State and local agencies that currently participate in the HIDTA program 
have to decide for themselves how many officers and how much equipment, 
office space or other resources to dedicate to HIDTA task forces or 
initiatives. They have to go through the same long-term budget planning 
that the federal government does to reach these decisions. If each individual 
HIDTA’s federal budget were to fluctuate significantly each year, do you 
believe that it would make it more difficult for state and local agencies to 
commit their resources to HIDTA over the long term? 

Response: Yes - I absolutely feel that fluctuating budgets will cause 

participating agencies to loose confidence in the HIDTA Program and that will 
ultimately result in diminished participation. HIDTA Program stability and 
consistent funding are two crucial elements that directly affect federal, state and 
local agency participation in the long term. 


3. The Administration has argued that the HIDTA Program now gives too little 
discretion to the federal government to redirect HIDTA resources to respond 
to the changing drug threat. They have stated that locking in each HIDTA’s 
budget every year means that the program cannot adapt when the drug 
traffickers adapt. Should the Office of National Drug Control Policy 
(ONDCP) have at least some discretion to reallocate the HIDTA budget? If 
so, what do you believe is the right amount of discretion, and how could that 
discretion best be used without unduly disrupting each HIDTA’s operations? 

Response: Every year, Congress wisely directs that each HIDTA be funded at 
current levels. The provision of providing consistent funding is quite necessary in 
my view in order for the various task force and intelligence initiatives to be able 
to work on long-term drug trafficking investigations and to perform long range 
planning. Additionally, the very critical funding stability directly facilitates 
federal, state and local participation in the various task force and intelligence 
efforts of the HIDTA. 

It is the HIDTA that must adapt to drug trafficking changes — One of the 

more absolute benchmarks of the HIDTA Program is its ability to adapt to the 
ever changing drug threat in the region. It is not ONDCP’s ability to quickly 
adapt that is critical: rather it is the HIDTAs’ . As an example, the following will 
describe how the Los Angeles HIDTA facilitates this ability to adapt to the 
various changing drug threats; 

Annual Threat Assessment Process — In the Los Angeles HIDTA, we continue 
to be successful in moving the Annual Threat Assessment process forward by 
establishing a periodic review beginning with an annual baseline , continuing with 
a mid-year evaluation and ending with the year-end review and impact 
assessment . This review process results in changes being made to the Threat 
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Assessment and Strategy as new data is received. This gives us the ability to 
change direction and focus on current information thus keeping pace with the 
continual shifting of the drug trafficking threat in our region . To our knowledge, 
there is not any other law enforcement program in the federal government that 
measures the threat in such a dynamic fashion and can shift focus and direction as 
rapidly . 

Additionally, in order to come into compliance with the calendar year reporting 
requirement, a Los Angeles HIDTA Threat Assessment “window” has been 
established (January 1 through December 31) and it is within this “time frame” 
that the Threat Assessment, Strategy and Atmual Report will focus and against 
which the impact of law enforcement efforts in our region will be measured each 
year. 

ONDCP Discretion - The Director of ONDCP currently has sufficient authority, 
under the existing authorizing legislation, to effectively manage the Program 
through his designation, management and budget authorities. 

Usually, Congress provides ONDCP with discretionary funds ($16 million in 
2005) over which they do have direct disbursement control. It is my thought that 
this funding amount provides ONDCP with capable resources that they could use 
to “move” or “change the direction or focus” in accordance with their perceived 
view of the “changing drug trafficking threat”. However, it remains our view 
that, in order for drug law enforcement to be effective, the primary drug 
trafficking threats must be determined at the regional level, not Washington. D.C.. 


4. The Administration has proposed transferring the HIDTA program from the 
management of ONDCP to the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task 
Force (OCDETF) at the U. S. Department of Justice. 

a) Do you support this proposal? If not, why not? 

Response: No - I do not support the proposal. One of the absolute 
“benchmarks” of the HIDTA program is one simply of “neutrality” — the 
creation of a “level playing field” where regional federal, state and local 
law enforcement have an equal voice in the development, operation, 
direction and success of their HIDTA. 

OCDETF and HIDTA are very different programs and missions. The 
placement of the HIDTA Program with any department or agency, like the 
Department of Justice, OCDETF, would ultimately cause the program to 
fail because they already have a vested interest in counter narcotics law 
enforcement and their oversight and direction would be viewed as biased 
and unresponsive to regional needs. OCDETF is a federally operated 
program, not a partnership, and it focuses strictly on National issues. 

The primary reason that ONDCP is such a successful place for the HIDTA 
Program is that, with no operational interest in drug law enforcement, they 
simply don’t have a “dog in the fight” and they are viewed as providing a 
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completely “neutral” leadership environment by the participants of the 
HIDTA Program, 

Through the years, the HIDTA Program has grown and matured in to a 
very effective narcotic trafficking strategy under the ONDCP, Bureau of 
State and Local Affairs. Why change and jeopardize the effectiveness of 
this most capable program. 

Additionally, I feel that many of the HIDTA Program’s unique abilities 
and resources would most certainly be lost and replaced by the OCDETF 
program whose leadership currently has difficulty in being creative by 
“thinking outside of the box”. Further, as a result of past observations, it 
would be very difficult for the Department of Justice to remain objective 
or unbiased toward the HIDTA Program because all of the various 
agencies and programs under their wing would be competing for the same 
Federal dollars. It is obvious that the OCDETF program would be unable 
to successfully address numerous critical functions routinely handled by 
regional HlDTAs’. 

Within the present day HIDTA Program, old agency cultures and the 
resulting turf battles are surmounted daily in favor of ‘Svhat is best for the 
Program” which includes enhanced cooperation and coordination among 
participating agencies. These very significant and unprecedented 
outcomes would not occur if it were not for the neutral environment 
surrounding the HIDTA Program. 

It is my view that in order for the HIDTA Program to remain successful, it 
must be managed regionally by balanced, neutral federal, state and local, 
Executive Boards. These Executive Boards understand very well the 
regional threat and they know what drug law enforcement and intelligence 
efforts works best in their respective areas of responsibility. This crucial 
historical insight by these regional law enforcement executives would 
tragically be lost if the program were to be run like OCDETF from 
Washington, D.C.. 


b) Do you believe that the state and local agencies you work with would 
prefer to work with the OCDETF program than with HIDTA as it 
currently exists? 

Response: No - I do not. Again, the Federal, State and local law 
enforcement agencies in our region appreciate the “neutrality” and “level 
playing field” environment created by the HIDTA Program under 
ONDCP. It is found that by being housed and managed in ONDCP, the 
HIDTA Program enjoys and greatly benefits from both the visibility and 
neutrality. 

We have been unable to find any Federal, State or local law enforcement 
executives in our region who felt that being under OCDETF, or the 
Department of Justice, would be a positive move for the HIDTA Program. 
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c) What are the primary differences, in your opinion, between the 
OCDETF program and the current HIDTA program? 

Response: The following will provide a brief overview of the primary 
differences between the OCDETF and HIDTA Programs: 


TASK FORCES 


OCDETF has 9 “administrative”, non operational task forces made up of federal 
representatives who evaluate and recommend investigations for sponsorship. They do 
not perform any enforcement activities and do not generate cases. All OCDETF 
designated investigations originate outside of their Program. 

HIDTA funded task forces are commingled, collocated and multi-agency operational 
initiatives comprised of Federal, State and local law enforcement personnel. In the Los 
Angeles HIDTA, their primary purpose is to identify and dismantle mid-level to major 
drug trafficking organizations and seize their assets through intelligence based 
investigations. Los Angeles HIDTA was originally designated in 1990 as a “Major 
Narcotic Trafficking Gateway”, a distinction which holds true to this day, our purpose is 
to work the “higher levels" of the narcotics trafficking food chain in order to impact 
regionally, nationally and internationally. 

It is interesting to note that the 355 HIDTA funded task forces across the country involve 
over 12,000 personnel (2/3 of which are from State and local law enforcement agencies). 


INTELLIGENCE 


OCDETF does not have any intelligence capabilities. All intelligence efforts reside with 
the participating agency. OCDETF does not provide any investigative support beyond 
prosecution and money. 

HIDTA has intelligence initiatives that have comprehensive Federal, State and local 
intelligence and deconfliction capabilities. Enhanced information sharing. HIDTA 
Intelligence components facilitate the following: 

Id Have multiple Federal, State & local and commercial databases designed to 
avoid duplicative efforts and enhance operational productivity. 

0 Post seizure analysis capabilities - analytical case support during all phases of 
an investigation. 

td Case, subject and event deconfliction. 

0 Connectivity with various National law enforcement computer systems - ensure 
coimectivity and information sharing. 

0 Produce threat assessments and strategic reports. 

01 Conduct pro-active intelligence activities designed to produce informants and 
develop viable cases. 
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FUNDING 


OCDETF -The $550 million OCDETF budget primarily funds some 4,000 Federal 
personnel outside their respective agency budget. These agents and personnel are 
assigned to the various divisional offices carrying out their respective agencies mission 
relating to drug enforcement and under the direction of the SAC. A very small 
percentage of the OCDETF budget directly helps fund designated investigations with 
overtime and travel money for State and local law enforcement. 

HIDTA — The $227 million of HIDTA funding in 28 strategic regions goes to support 
the following: 

S 355 operational task forces (65% established by HIDTA). 

lid 53 intelligence centers (52 established by HIDTA) 

0 4,428 Federal law enforcement personnel participate in HIDTA Nationwide 

0 8,549 State and local law enforcement personnel participate in HIDTA 
Nationwide (24% funded by HIDTA) 

0 The fact that funding can be allocated among Federal, State and local agencies at 
the discretion of the Executive Board allows for fiscal flexibility which would 
not be available under the Department of Justice. 


STRUCTURE 


OCDETF is primarily a program for Federal agencies which is led by a Federal agency. 
The majority of its funding supports full time Federal employees distributed among 
participating Federal agencies. No funding is provided for sustained 
analytical/intelligence support, equipment or case development (prior to an OCDETF 
designation). 

OCDETF has no operational task forces, pointer indices or intelligence capability. Non- 
Federal agencies are not represented in their administrative task forces. OCDETF has 
largely been unable to foster federal, state and local cooperation because of the following: 

Primarily a funding mechanism for federal drug trafficking cases, OCDETF does not 
have a process for developing and enhancing cooperative efforts between federal, state 
and local law enforcement agencies. Under OCDETF, intelligence sharing is dependent 
on participating agency protocols and practices and unlike the HIDTA program, sharing 
is not mandatory. OCDETF has a limited understanding of regional drug enforcement 
needs. 

HIDTA’s are governed by balanced Executive Boards with an equal number of federal, 
slate and local law enforcement executives. They provide for a “balanced” and “level 
playing field and no other program of the federal government that integrates federal, state 
and local assistance and financial awards, allows this level of local oversight and 
direction. 

These “partnerships” produce regional threat assessments, develop and implement viable 
strategies and attack the threat through intelligence supported operational task forces. 
Additionally, the Executive Board determines the level of funding for each task force and 
intelligence initiatives and they assess the results annually. 

Each task force, intelligence initiative and the HIDTA must report their success through 
OMB compatible performance measures - Performance Measurement Plan (PMP). 
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OPERATIONS 


OCDETF - Designated investigations are submitted to OCDETF by Federal, State and 
local agencies and/or task forces. The designation is generally for funding assistance and 
the assignment of Federal prosecutors on a case-by-case basis. The OCDETF funded 
Federal positions are assigned to work within their respective agencies throughout the 
United States. 

HIDTA task forces actually develop and open investigations, provide and share 
intelligence that leads to OCDETF investigations throughout the country. HIDTA task 
forces and intelligence initiatives proactively identify, target, investigate and 
dismantle/disrupt major drug trafficking organizations that operate regionally, nationally 
and internationally 


FLEXIBILITY 


OCDETF investigations generally involve major drag trafficking organizations only 
brought to them by Federal agencies or HlDTAs’. OCDETF does not target threats or 
maintain the flexibility to address associated critical issues such as prescription drugs, 
club drugs, clandestine methamphetamine laboratories, or steroids, etc. 

HIDTA retains the flexibility to both target major drug trafficking organizations while 
also addressing regional threats such as clandestine methamphetamine laboratories which 
are presently a very serious emerging threat for our country. The HIDTA’s are very 
capable of not only determining the regional threat, but moving with it as it changes 
throughout the year - a very unique capability indeed. 


5. Current ONDCP operating guidelines for the HIDTA require that each 
HIDTA divide full voting authority in its executive board between federal 
agency representatives on the one band and state and local agency 
representatives on the other. The Administration has apparently not yet 
decided whether the OCDETF would maintain this practice if given control 
of the HIDTA program. 

a) Does your HIDTA currently comply with this directive? If not, why 
not? 

Response: Yes - we comply with this program requirement. 


b) How important is this 50/50 balance on the executive board to the 
overall success of your HIDTA? If that balance was eliminated and 
federal agencies were given majority control of each HIDTA, would 
that have a negative impact on the HIDTA’s? If so, how? 

Response: It is very obvious to those in the HIDTA Program that the 
federal, state and local balance of the Executive Board is absolutely 
essential to the overall success of any HIDTA. The overall structure of the 
HIDTA Program which allows regional federal, state and local law 
enforcement executives equal representation in deciding how program 
funds will be spent is largely responsible for the unprecedented level of 
participation in and popularity of the HIDTA Program. 
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It is my thought that the Executive Board members truly find that they do 
indeed work very well together and their different disciplines really add to 
the overall strength of the HIDTA. After all, it is their resources that are 
dedicated to the various initiatives within a HIDTA and, as a result, they 
are the primary individuals responsible for its success. 

It is my experienced opinion that if the federal agencies were given 
majority control of the individual HIDTAs’, the program would ultimately 
fail. The rather simple reason for this failure would be that suddenly there 
would be only one way to do anything - that being the federal way. 

The initial result would be that the various federal, state and local 
partnerships that have been developed over time, and have successfully 
driven the HIDTA Program through the years, would be quickly lost. It is 
very apparent to me that no one law enforcement discipline has all the 
answers to the very significant vexing problems that surround the various 
drug trafficking problems in our nation. It is when you bring all of these 
different law enforcement disciplines together and cause them to focus on 
the various international, national and regional drug trafficking problems 
facing our country that you realty see positive results - thus the success of 
the HIDTA Program. 


6. Do you believe that the uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA program 
created by the Administration’s proposals has itself had a negative impact on 
your HlDTA’s programs? For example, could that uncertainty make it more 
difficult to hire or retain new personnel for your HlDTA’s administrative 
offices, or make it more difficult to obtain personnel, resources, or other 
commitments from state, local or federal agencies participating in your 
HIDTA? 

Response: The uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA Program created by the 
Administration’s 2006 proposed budget and transfer proposals has indeed had a 
very negative impact on the Los Angeles HIDTA program. In addition to feeling 
betrayed by the ONDCP Director and his immediate staff, the overall impact of 
uncertainty has resulted in at least 2 critical staff positions (recommended by 
ONDCP as a result of their latest review of our HIDTA - 1 Budget and 1 
Inventory Specialist) in the Director’s Office being placed “on hold” by our 
Executive Board pending a resolution of this entire funding and HIDTA Program 
placement issue. 

Additionally, a number of state and local law enforcement agencies who were 
intending on placing additional resources in Los Angeles HIDTA initiatives have 
indicated that they are going to also wait for a resolution. This in itself is 
presently impacting our ability to identify and target major drug trafficking 
organizations operating in and through our region . 

The law enforcement personnel involved in the Los Angeles High Intensity Drug 
Trafficking Area (LA-HIDTA) initiatives are really questioning how the 
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Administration could even consider reducing HIDTA Program funding when their 
very hard work over the past eleven years has resulted in the seizure of some 389 
tons of dangerous drugs, arrested 16,539 drug trafficking offenders and seized 
over $215 million. Additionally, they have positively impacted 1,665 drug 
trafficking organizations by dismantling 1,115 and severely disrupting 550. The 
LA-HIDTA task forces (7) accomplish this with less than 400 agents and officers 
inside our 4 county (Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside and San Bernardino), 32,341 
square mile region which contains a general population of (+/- 16 million). 

Over the years, both our Executive Board and initiatives have worked very hard to 
successfully embrace the HIDTA Program concept. Through the years, our 
Executive Board has become a very decisive, responsive and cohesive governing 
body. They have expressed strong concerns that their hard work and dedication to 
the HIDTA program has literally gone unnoticed by the Administration and that 
all of the gains they have made in fighting the significant drug trafficking problem 
in the region will soon be lost. This sense of uncertainty and the remarkable lack 
of knowledge and leadership demonstrated by ONDCP have had a direct effect on 
the morale of all personnel involved in the Los Angeles High Intensity Drug 
Trafficking Area (LA-HIDTA). 

As an aside, I really am completely at a loss to understand why the ONDCP 
Director failed to understand or appreciate both the effectiveness and uniqueness 
of the HIDTA Program. He held the nations drug law enforcement community in 
his hands and apparently had no idea what to do with it. 


In conclusion. Congressman Souder, I would like to express my deepest appreciation to 
you, and all of the distinguished members of the Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug 
Policy and Human Resources, for asking us to participate by providing written testimony 
from the Los Angeles HIDTA for review and consideration. It has indeed been an honor 
and privilege. 


11 
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April 1,2005 


The Honorable Mark Souder 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, 

Drug Policy and Human Resources 
B-373 Rayburn Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

Re: New Mexico HIDTA Response 

Dear Chairman Souder: 

Thank You for the opportunity to respond to your questions about the New Mexico 
HIDTA and the negative impact the President’s Budget Proposal will have on our overall 
law enforcement effort. Law enforcement agencies within the HIDTA Counties presently 
rely heavily on HIDTA for financial support and leadership to improve their effectiveness 
in attacking the Mexican Cartels smuggling narcotics to and through the State of New 
Mexico. Recent developments clearly indicate that New Mexico is becoming a funnel for 
the importation of illegal narcotics intended for distribution throughout the United States. 
Any decrease in the amount of money appropriated to New Mexico will severely hurt not 
only New Mexico, but many other states where the Mexican Cartels distribute their 
narcotics. 

The level of cooperation demonstrated by the federal, state and local law enforcement 
agencies is at an all time high. Without the support from the New Mexico HIDTA many 
of the narcotic task forces will be disbanded. Local police departments will focus on 
other crimes leaving narcotic enforcement at a much lower level on their priority list. 
Even if narcotic traffickers are apprehended by the state and locals. District Attorneys 
could not accept many of the lower level narcotic cases that do not meet the federal 
threshold. That will force the United States Attorney’s Office to accept these cases. This 
will increase the case load the United States Attorney’ Office will be obliged to take, in 
addition to their existing heavy workload. Federal Judges will then be forced to hear 
more cases in a Judicial District that already has the heaviest docket in the nation. 

The increase in the amount of narcotics into the United States continues to be a real threat 
for everyone. The New Mexico HIDTA plays a key role in our nation’s overall effort to 
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interdict narcotics and hold the line at the border with Mexico. With that in mind I will 
answer your questions. 

1. "Although each High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) and each 

HIDTA partnership receives a certain amount of money from the federal 
government to help fund it activities, state and local agencies participating in the 
HIDTA have also agreed to dedicate their own resources to HIDTA task forces 
and initiatives - in the form of personnel, equipment, office space, etc. Some of 
those contributions are reimbursed by the federal funds, but not all." 

a. "What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed state 
and locals contributions to HIDTA in your initiatives?" 

In most of New Mexico HIDTA Counties, the tax base is so low that they cannot afford 
to pay the salaries of their officers, much less overtime. It is important to note that the 
average salary level is amongst the lowest level in the nation. The actual dollar value of 
all unreimbursed state and local contributions to HIDTA may not compare to other 
HIDTA’s, but, nonetheless, the effort is equal to or greater than most. 

The New Mexico HIDTA has 28 initiatives in thirteen counties. Local participation is 
almost 1 00 percent. If participation is not possible because of lack of manpower, the 
locals take on a supporting role in the HIDTA. Based on the actual number of 
participants, however, the figure is approximately $16,146,851.00. 

b. "What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed contributions of 
federal law enforcement agencies to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA?" 


The estimated dollar amount is inconclusive. A number of federal agencies failed to 
respond to HIDTA’s request for the information. Comments such as: “This request will 
have to be forwarded to our Congressional Affairs for comments” or “The best answer 
we can provide is that we feel safe in saying that what we spend out of our own budget 
does exceed that which we are given through HIDTA.” The United States Attorney’s 
Office did report that they provide approximately $3,351,700 in costs associated with 
HIDTA cases which are not reimbursed by HIDTA 

c. "Do you believe that , if your HIDTA’S federal program funds were reduced 
or eliminated, that the state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA 
would continue to make all those unreimbursed contributions, or would they 
be likely to put those resources elsewhere?" 

State and locals would not continue making the un-reimbursable contributions they are 
presently making. They would redirect their efforts to other priorities. The financial 
benefits they are now receiving make up for the financial strain caused by their 
participation in the HIDTA program. Most local agencies cannot afford to continue in 
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the program without some type of reimbursement. Any reduction in the money they now 
receive would also cause most members to withdraw from the HIDTA program. 

2. "State and local agencies that currently participate in the HIDTA program have 
to decide for themselves how many officers and how much equipment, office 
space or other resources to dedicate to HIDTA task forces or initiatives. They 
have to go through the same long-term budget planning that the federal 
government does to reach these decisions. If each individual HIDTA’s federal 
budget were to fluctuate significantly each year, do you believe that would make 
it more difficult for state and local agencies to commit their resources to HIDTA 
over the long term?" 

There is much more to the budget process than simply getting approval to dedicate 
resources. In many areas along the border with Mexico, there is an extreme shortage of 
people willing to be recruited into the law enforcement profession. This is also true for 
the entire state, mainly because of lack of money to pay the salaries. The number of 
vacancies that currently exist in many departments is alarming. 

HIDTA has been able to provide stability to the HIDTA task forces. The investment that 
HIDTA has made helps build the foundation for narcotic law enforcement, but the 
foundation is not strong enough to sustain any narcotic task force or program over the 
long term. 

3. "The Administration has argued that the HIDTA program now gives too little 
discretion to the federal government to redirect HIDTA resources to respond to 
the changing drug threat. They have stated that locking in each HIDTA’s 
budget every year means that the program cannot adapt when the drug 
traffickers adapt. Should the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) 
have at least some discretion to reallocate the HIDTA budget? If so, what do 
you believe is the right amount of discretion, and how could the discretion best 
be used without unduly disrupting each HIDTA’s operations?" 

Once a program has been proven to be successful, it is extremely important that the 
program be sustained for an indefinite period of time. Drug traffickers are resilient. 
They will take advantage of any weakness detected in any interdiction program. That is 
why the New Mexico HIDTA program must remain in tact, not only to interdict the 
drugs, but also to deter the traffickers and the illegal aliens entering the United States. 

Investigative initiatives are directly tied to the interdiction initiative effort for maximum 
success. With the help of the CPOT funds, the New Mexico HIDTA Task Forces are just 
now able to focus on major investigations that will develop into RPOT and CPOT 
investigations. New Mexico was consumed by their interdiction initiatives and was not 
able to devote sufficient resources to CPOT investigations. New Mexico is a target rich 
environment and without the help the law enforcement agencies receives from HIDTA, 
investigations would not progress beyond the interdiction stage. HIDTA funds do help 
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develop major investigations. Any reallocation of funds on any major investigation 
would diminish our momentum. 

The New Mexico HIDTA initiatives do go through a yearly review process and are 
graded on their impact. If they cannot demonstrate that they are accomplishing their 
stated goals or they are not performing at a level necessary to show effectiveness, their 
funding is either reduced or eliminated. 

The HIDTA strategy is reviewed every year and changed when new threats are identified. 
New programs or initiatives are funded to address newly identified threats. The New 
Mexico HIDTA is flexible and does respond to the threat. According to the ONDCP 
guideline, the response requires the participation of federal, state and locals. The New 
Mexico HIDTA ensures that these guidelines are followed. 

4. "The Administration has proposed transferring the HIDTA program from the 
management of ONDCP to the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force 
(OCDETF) at the U.S. Department of Justice." 

a. "Do you support this proposal? Ifnot, whynot?" 

I do not support such a proposal! 

The benefit of having an Executive Committee with membership from the federal, state 
and local level allows everyone participating in the HIDTA task forces to express their 
opinions and contribute to the planning of an effective law enforcement and prosecution 
program for the State of New Mexico. The OCDETF program, by design, limits the 
voice state and locals have in developing a strategy that affects their areas of 
responsibility. OCDETF is focused on the prosecution of major violators at the federal 
level under the leadership of the United States Attorney's Office. 

OCDETF is an effective program and should continue, but not at the expense of state and 
local governments. 

b. "Do you believe that the state and local agencies you work with would prefer 
to work with the OCDETF program than with the HIDTA as it currently 
exists?" 

There is a significant difference between the HIDTA and OCDETF. HIDTA and other 
Grants (i.e.; Edward Byrne Memorial Grant) support one another in developing 
investigations. The intent is to raise the level of the investigation until it is accepted for 
an OCDETF prosecution. There is no competition between OCDETF and HIDTA. 
HIDTA supports investigations that can be prosecuted in the state or federal courts. 
OCDETF is intended for a federal prosecution. Defendants not accepted for a federal 
prosecution in an OCDETF adopted investigation are left out to be prosecuted at the state 
level. Without HIDTA funding, it is doubtful many of these defendants would be 
prosecuted. 
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I believe that the state and local agencies would prefer to work in a HIDTA supported 
task force because of the funding that is available. They would loose vital funding for 
investigations if they work solely with OCDETF. 

c. "What are the primary differences, in your opinion, between the OCDETF 
program and the current HIDTA program?" 

In New Mexico, HIDTA has several interdiction initiatives that result in the arrest of 
numerous low level narcotic couriers. An extremely high percentage of these defendants 
are prosecuted in the state courts, because they do not meet the threshold of the United 
States Attorney's Office. The United States Attorney has established the threshold 
because they are over worked as it is, prosecuting other higher level federal violators 
brought to them by the federal agencies. The difference in this case is that OCDETF 
would not support an interdiction initiative and thousands of defendants would not be 
prosecuted. 

Similar result would be produced with the methamphetamine and heroin programs 
statewide. The Mexican Cartels are sending couriers with smalt amounts of 
methamphetamine and heroin into the United States through New Mexico. The Mexican 
Cartels are very familiar with the threshold, even though it is not public information. The 
amounts usually do not meet the threshold and are prosecuted at the state level. There is 
an ant army of couriers passing through New Mexico. Once again, OCDETF would not 
become involved in this process. 

The obvious difference is the ability to handle the case load. If the HIDTA program is 
transferred to OCDETF under the leadership of an Assistant United States Attorney the 
New Mexico HIDTA Interdiction Initiatives would fail. Neither the United States 
Attorney's Office nor the Federal Court System could handle the case load. 


5. "Current ONDCP operating guidelines for the HIDTA program require that 
each HIDTA divide full voting authority on its executive board between federal 
agency representatives on one hand, and state and local agency representatives 
on the other. The Administration has apparently not yet decided whether 
OCDETF would maintain this practice if given control of the HIDTA program." 

a. "Does your HIDTA partnership currently comply with this directive with 
respect to its partnership executive board? If not, why not?" 

The New Mexico HIDTA is in full compliance with ONDCP guidelines. There are eight 
(8) federal representatives and eight (8) state and local representatives on the Executive 
Committee. The committee membership consists of the following: 
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Federal 

Drug Enforcement Administration 
United States Attorney’s Office 
United States Marshal’s Service 
Alcohol Tobacco and Firearms 
Bureau of Land Management 
Federal Bureau of Investigations 
Immigration & Customs Enforcement 
Customs and Border Protection 

State and Locals 

New Mexico Dept, of Public Safety 
Dona Ana County Sheriffs Office 
Albuquerque Police Dept. 

Eddy County Sheriffs Office 
San Juan Sheriffs Office 
3'** Judicial District Attorney 
Sheriffs and Police Association 
Judicial District Attorney 


b. "How important is this 50/50 balance on the executive board to the overall 
success of your HIDTA partnership? If that balance were eliminated and 
federal agencies were given majority control of each HIDTA, would that 
have a negative impact on the HIDTAS? If so, how?" 

Any attempt to offset the balance would violate the trust and confidence state and locals 
have in the HIDTA program. It has taken years for the state and locals to develop the 
trust in cooperating with the Federal Government. Lack of confidence in the Federal 
Government still exists. The expressions that the Feds only travel a one way street; they 
take but do not share; they always want to be in charge; are still heard throughout the 
state. Permanently placing a federal agency in charge would destroy the teamwork 
concept 

6. "Do you believe that the uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA program created 
by the Administration’s proposal has itself had a negative impact on your 
HIDTA partnership’s programs? For example, could that uncertainty make it 
more difficult to obtain personnel, resources, or other commitments from state, 
local or federal agencies partieipating in your partnership?" 

Every participant in the HIDTA program understands that if they do not perform or meet 
their expected outcomes they could be penalized by the Executive Committee. The 
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uncertainty of not having a HIDTA program goes beyond being penalized. Although the 
HIDTA is proceeding as usual, the investment HIDTA participants now make is for the 
short term. It has become increasingly difficult to get long term commitments from the 
HIDTA participants. 

Also, people employed by the HIDTA Regional Directors Office are already looking for 
other jobs. If they leave in mass it could have a serious negative impact and setback the 
HIDTA program to the point that it may take years to recuperate. The recruitment process 
was taken seriously. Every effort was taken to employ the best person for the job. 
People are now looking for a more permanent position 

7. "Your HIDTA partnership is one of five that makes up the overall Southwest 
Border HIDTA. We have several questions regarding the special status of the 
Southwest Border HIDTA and its five partnerships." 

a. "In your opinion, what is the proper role of the overall Southwest Border 
HIDTA?" 

The newly signed Standard Operational Procedures (SOP) for the Southwest Border 
(SWB) HIDTA is more appropriate for the day to day operations of the five regions in the 
SWB HIDTA. There is no supervisory role over the five (5) Regional Directors. The 
SWB HIDTA Director does not and should not have operational, budgetary or any other 
authority over the Regional Directors. The SWB HIDTA Director takes his direction 
from the SWB Executive Board and the Regional Directors take their direction from their 
own Executive Committee. The SWB HIDTA Director should be viewed more as a 
Coordinator rather than a Director. 

The SWB Director is also the conduit to ONDCP for the Regional Directors. This may be 
unnecessary if the Directors could access ONDCP directly. The deadlines placed upon 
other HIDTA's and the SWB HIDTA requires the Regional HIDTA's to respond 30 days 
in advance to allow the SWB HIDTA time to compile the Regional HIDTA’s reports into 
one report and send it to ONDCP. 

It is important to note that each Regional HIDTA involves their Congressional District. 
For New Mexico and Arizona, the HIDTA represents every Congressional District in 
their state. It is unfair to weaken the voice the Regional HIDTA's have by having them 
report through the SWB HIDTA. When New Mexico and Arizona Regional Directors 
speak out they usually represent the views of the entire state law enforcement 
community. 

Regional Directors are also at a disadvantage when dealing with other Directors from 
HIDTA's outside of the SWB HIDTA, because ONDCP does not consider Regional 
Directors as Directors. Regional Directors are not allowed to sit on the ONDCP 
Advisory Board. The SWB HIDTA Director is the only one allowed to represent the five 
regions. 
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The question should be: What is the added value of having a SWB HIDTA Executive 
Board? The present structure of the SWB HIDTA Executive Board lends itself to 
constant turmoil. The Executive Board consists of ten (10) members, two from each 
Regional HIDTA. When voting on issues involving the distribution of funds, most often 
the only solution is to split the amount into five equal shares. At times, reason and 
common sense do prevail, but it would be much easier if the Regions could be funded 
directly from ONDCP. 

b. "Do you have concerns about ceding at least some authority back to the 
Central Southwest Border HIDTA? How could Congress address those 
concerns without splitting the HIDTA up into five (5) separate HlDTA’s?" 

There is no advantage to ceding some authority back to the SWB HIDTA. By defining 
the role of the SWB Director as that of a Coordinator and eliminating the SWB HIDTA 
Executive Board there is no need to split the five (5) separate HlDTA’s. Coordination 
will continue amongst the five (5) regions. The Regional HlDTA’s have improved their 
relationship over recent years and work well together in developing HIDTA programs. 
Intelligence is shared and inter-HIDTA investigations are inereasing in number. 
Communication between law enforcement agencies is developing quite well without the 
input from the HIDTA Executive Board. 

Since Regional Directors already represent their Executive Committees and take direction 
from their respective Executive Committees, the fear that the SWB HIDTA will fail is 
without merit. The implementation of a reeent procedure allowing the Regional 
Directors to act on behalf of the SWB HIDTA Executive Board in resolving financial 
issues for each Regional HIDTA worked quite well. Every Regional HIDTA was 
satisfied with the results. Continuing with this process would be the reason to eliminate 
the SWB HIDTA Executive Board. 

Once again, thank you for the opportunity to answer your questions about the President's 
2006 Budget proposal. 

Sincerely, 


Errol J. Chavez 
Director 

New Mexico HIDTA 
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Oregon HIDTA Program 
Executive Board 

State/Local Representatives 


April 5, 2005 


Chris Brown (Chair) 

Sheriff, Douglas Counly 

Steven Briggs 

Chief Counsel, Oregon 

Dcpl. of Justice 

Judy Cushing (Ex-Officio) 

Oregon Partnership 

Jim Ferraris 

Assistant Chief 

Portland Police Bureau 

John Foote 

District Attorney 

Clackamas County 

Tim Hartnett (F-x-OHicio) 

CODA 

Andy Jordan 

Chief, Bend Police Department 

Ed Moucry 

Oregon State Police 

Craig Roberts 

Sheriff, Clackamas County 

Rick Williams 

Col. Oregon National Guard 

Counter Drug Program 

Fcderai RepreserKatives 

Unda Enders 

Supervisory Special Agent [RS 
Dennis G. Fernatd 
Postal Inspector, Oregon 
Karin [minergut 
United States Attorney Oregon 
Robert Jordan 
Special Agent in Charge 
FBI 

Ken Magee 

Asst. Special Agent in Charge 
DEA 


Representative Mark E. Souder 
Chairman 

Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, 

Drug Policy and Human Resources 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Committee on Government Reform 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 

Re: Information Request of March 17''’, 2005 from each regional HIDTA Program 
Dear Representative Souder, 

I sincerely wish to thank you for your interest in the critical issue of drug 
enforcement in our country. 

This letter is in response to your request for specific information from each 
regional HIDTA Program as a result of your Subcommittee Hearing, held on March 
1 0''', 2005, regarding the Administration’s FY 2006 budget proposals for key programs 
designed to assist stale and local drug enforcement. 

The information contained in this correspondence represents data concerning 
the Oregon HIDTA Program prepared by the Oregon HIDTA Director. Additionally, 
preliminary comments and opinions expressed in this document are for the record and 
represent those of the Oregon HIDTA Director and not necessarily every member of 
the Oregon HIDTA Executive Board listed on this letterhead. 


Joe Mclsenhelmer 
Resident Agent in Charge 
ICE 

Dennis Merrill (Vke-Chair) 
U.S. Marshal Oregon 
Frederick Milaiiowski 
Resident Agent in Charge 
ATF 


Specific answers to each individual requested item are addressed in the attached 
response document and impact report. 

Preliminary comments and opinions of the Oregon HIDTA Director are as 
follows: 


The National HIDTA Program has strengthened America’s drug control efforts 
by forging partnerships among federal, state, and local law enforcement agencies in 
order to facilitate information and intelligence sharing, cooperative investigations, and 
joint operations related to reducing drug trafficking. 
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As each participating agency brings its special expertise to the partnerships, new ideas 
and innovative approaches create opportunities for new inroads in counter-drug activities. Such 
inroads may be operational in nature, or they may be systemic, such as electronic access to 
numerous computerized databases. 

The HIDTA Program functions as a coordination umbrella for law enforcement agencies 
in designated areas to combine resources, ideas and efforts in order to reduce drug trafficking 
and its consequences. HIDTA initiatives share information and resources with one another, and 
with all domestic law enforcement agencies, regardless of their affiliation. 

With a balanced partnership approach under the control and direction of an Executive 
Board, participating federal, state, and local law enforcement agencies work together to assess 
regional drug threats, design strategies to combat the threats, and develop initiatives to 
implement the strategies. Participating agencies have distinct missions with similar goals of 
dramatically reducing drug trafficking and its harmful consequences. The federal, state, and 
local drug enforcement missions, although different, are intimately and directly inter-related and, 
to be most effective, must be linked together in the form of collaborative, infonnation sharing, 
networks and task forces. HIDTA is a collaborative network of counter-drug task forces. This 
same situation applies to homeland security or any other national level organized crime problem. 
An effective counter-drug organized crime strategy, or homeland security strategy, will not work 
if the federal agencies, state agencies, and local agencies go to their separate comers and don’t 
leverage effort and share infonnation even when their missions differ. 

HIDTA initiatives: 

• coordinate and enhance federal, state, and local drug law enforcement efforts; 

• foster a strategy-driven, systems approach to integrate and synchronize efforts; 

• foster intelligence-driven investigations; and, 

• focus on outcomes. 

Federal funds appropriated to the HIDTA Program assist multiple law enforcement 
agencies affiliated with a HIDTA that have documented a need and have committed personnel 
and other resources to mutual drug control efforts. 

As the Oregon HIDTA Program prepares its 2004 Annual Report with performance data, 
and supplies the enclosed information to you and others, I am extremely disappointed with the 
recently proposed budget cuts for the HIDTA Program nationwide. The proposed 56% budget 
cut will essentially eliminate the Oregon HIDTA Program and much of the work that has 
occurred by federal, state, and local law enforcement coalitions targeting those who prey upon 
our state and this country by manufacturing, delivering, and distributing the various addictive 
poisons of illegal drugs. 

Equally disappointing are the allegations made in the proposed budget that the HIDTA 
Program is a non-performing program, not effective, has failed to show an impact, and is not 
focused. These allegations are not accurate. Many dedicated chief executives, managers, 
supervisors, staff, and narcotics investigators have dedicated their professional careers to 
combating the difficult problem of illegal drugs. They have seen the utter destruction of people’s 
lives from addiction. They have witnessed the related destruction to families and communities 
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from addiction and related crime. This observed destruction has encouraged them to put forth 
extraordinary effort to be as effective and efficient as possible. Because drug trafficking knows 
no geographical boundaries, it’s vicious footprints cross from the street comer, through the 
neighborhoods, the cities, the counties, the state, neighboring states, and the nation and on into 
other countries. 

Over twenty years ago, it became clear to these law enforcement professionals that 
collaboration and leveraging effort between federal, state, and local agencies was essential to 
maximize impact and be effective. For at least the last twenty years federal, state, and local law 
enforcement agencies have contributed shared resources towards this collaborative model. 
Phenomenal results have occurred from these efforts. The HIDTA Program represents one of 
these collaborative programs and is a very structured and focused coalition of federal, state, and 
local law enforcement agencies with measurable outputs and outcomes that have consistently 
been reported to ONDCP. It is only partially funded by the federal government. State and local 
agencies are major stakeholders in this program and have invested considerable resources into 
this effort. It will be a huge setback to destroy many of the netw'orking stmctures, and 
relationships, which have been formed and accomplished since the programs inception. 

The HIDTA Program is designed to significantly disrupt the illegal drag market and 
dismantle the organizations perpetrating these illicit activities. Every time illegal drugs and 
associated drug assets are seized, the regional marketplace for illegal drugs suffers a setback. 
These seizures hit drug trafficking organizations (DTOs) hard, affecting their profitability, and 
frequently their ultimate survival. By disturbing the drug supply chain, particularly at the multi- 
state or international level, law enforcement impacts the drug flow before it ever reaches the 
individual user. Law enforcement activities, of course, also have a cost. A key question emerges, 
therefore, as to how efficiently and effectively public dollars are being spent on these objectives. 
This letter partially addresses those questions. 

By way of a brief summary, the following are but a few anecdotal examples of Oregon 
collaborative law enforcement effectiveness that was supported by HIDTA funding during 2004. 

1 . In March 2004, agents from the ROCN Task Force and the Portland FBI joined forces 
(utilizing agency funds and HIDTA funds) to investigate a subject involved in trafficking 
large quantities of heroin, cocaine, and methamphetamine from Mexico into Arizona, 
California, Texas, and the Portland Metro area. Investigators from FBI and ROCN were 
able to insert a confidential operative into the drug trafficking organization (DTO). The 
operative was able to make large hand-to-hand purchases of heroin and 
methamphetamine directly from the leader of this DTO. After gaming the leader's 
confidence, the operative knew when vehicles would attempt to transport quantities of 
drugs from Mexico into the United Stales. Basic air and vehicle surveillance techniques 
were used to identify members of the DTO. Two of the DTO’s vehicles were seized at 
the Texas and Arizona border. Drugs were seized and the transport drivers were arrested 
by the U.S. Border Patrol. During the investigation, it was learned that the Portland 
based leader of the DTO was directing vehicles, loaded with drugs, to be distributed to 
other U.S. destinations; such as St. Louis and Kansas City, Missouri, Atlanta, Georgia, 
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and Chicago, Illinois. It was also determined that the leader of this DTO was associated 
with two CPOT organizations. 

In September 2004, utilizing surveillance techniques, ROCN and the FBI were able to 
determine that the leader of this DTO was putting together another large load of drugs for 
transportation from Los Angeles to the Portland Metro area and St. Louis, Missouri for 
distribution. As the DTO leader and his associate were in the process of secreting their 
drugs in a vehicle in Los Angeles, the Orange County Regional Narcotic Suppression 
Team (RNSP), FBI and ROCN located the subjects. With arrest warrants in hand, 
warrants were served on the subjects. Investigators found the DTO leader and his 
associate with the rear vehicle bumper off of the transport vehicle. Approximately 37 
pounds of heroin and 6 pounds of methamphetamine were in the process of being hidden 
in the vehicle for transportation to Portland and St. Louis. Upon the service of the arrest 
warrants in Los Angeles, four other search warrants were served in Portland, Oregon. 

The FBI and ROCN Task forces both receive HIDTA funds to specifically bring together 
federal, state, and local agencies to target major drug trafficking organizations. 

2. News release March IS*, 2005: “HILLSBORO, Oregon - FOX 12 is on meth watch with 
a major bust that took a year and a half to coordinate. The Westside Interagency 
Narcotics team worked alongside the DEA for 1 8 months to crack a drug trafficking ring 
they say was moving drugs from Mexico up to Washington County.” 

Last weekend they raided several homes and arrested six people. Agents seized 42 
pounds of methamphetamine, 6 pounds of heroin, one pound of pot, seven guns, and 
$100,000 in cash. 

The Westside Interagency Narcotics team receives HIDTA funds to specifically bring 
together federal, state, and local agencies to target methamphetamine drug trafficking 
organizations. 

News release; The Oregonian Newspaper (March Is"*, 2005) Meth seized from cars' 
cubbyholes - Six men, thought to be leaders of one of the West Coast's most active meth 
smuggling rings, are arrested in Portland. 

Federal agents found a mother lode of methamphetamine during a weekend raid at a 
Washington County, Oregon farmhouse. But most of the talk in a federal courtroom 
Monday was about the cars used to smuggle the dope. Of 1 1 vehicles seized by 
authorities in the Portland area Saturday, five were outfitted with elaborately designed 
secret compartments for trafficking drugs up Interstate 5 from Mexico, authorities said. 
"They were very sophisticated, electronically activated," said Chuck Stuckey, assistant 
U.S. attorney. Six men were accused in U.S, District Court of using the compartments to 
smuggle drugs north and profits south. They were arrested Saturday in various locations 
in the Portland area. Rodney Benson, special agent in charge of the DEA's Seattle field 
office, said the suspects led one of the West Coast's most active meth smuggling rings, 
with distribution headquartered in the Portland area. Agents seized 42 pounds, with a 
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value of about $225,000, on its way to the street. "I can now say it's no more," Benson 
said. It was about 1 9 months ago that the DEA first heard of an operation moving large 
amounts of drugs along the Interstate 5 corridor in a small fleet of cars with hidden 
compartments, Benson said. While the smugglers also brought heroin and cocaine into 
California, Oregon and Washington, their primary drug was methamphetamine, 
manufactured at superlabs in Mexico, authorities said. 

The smuggling operation had two cells, one in California and one in Portland, federal 
officials said. Officials called the investigation Operation Global Warming. Agents 
moved to shut down the California hub first, arresting 10 people and seizing 44 pounds of 
moth, $109,000 in cash, four cars and 12 guns. 

Saturday morning, agents raided a farmhouse near Hagg Lake in Washington County, 
Oregon. Besides the crystal meth, they found six pounds of heroin and a Toyota Camry 
outfitted with a secret compartment. Throughout the day, federal agents and police 
executed 35 search warrants. They arrested Ricardo Mendoz-Morales, Octavio Mendoza- 
Morales, Heriberto Montenegro-Mendez, Hector Ricardo Villaruel-Lopez, Oscar 
Aguirre-Sanchez and Jose Natividad Rios-Ruiz. Three of the men are Mexican nationals 
in the United States illegally, Stuckey said. They range in age from 20 to 36. In addition 
to the vehicles and drugs, authorities recovered a pound of marijuana, seven guns and 
more than $ 100,000 in cash. 

3. Drug traffickers are not only plaguing major metropolitan areas of Oregon and our 
country but are utilizing rural America as both a market place and a cover for 
manufacturing, smuggling, and distribution of drugs. In Late 2004, the Central Oregon 
HIDTA Task Force identified a multi-state Mexican drug trafficking organization 
believed to be one of the largest suppliers of “crystal methamphetamine” in rural central 
Oregon. This organization has been in possession of as much as 30 pounds of crystal 
meth at one time and is believed to sell up to 5 pounds per week from one location. It is 
believed that these drugs are being manufactured in California and Mexico and 
distributed in Oregon. This case is currently active. 

4. On March 1 1"’, 2005 federal and local drug agents made 15 methamphetamine-connected 
arrests in Coos and Douglas counties, resulting in confiscation of nine pounds of the 
drug, plus weapons and cash. This drug trafficking organization has transported 
significant amounts of meth to Oregon from the Southwestern United States, The 
Douglas County HIDTA Task Force and the Drug Enforcement Administration have 
been working on this case for approximately 1 8 months and this portion of the 
organization is connected to an even larger drug network on the West Coast. 
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During calendar year 2004, the Oregon HIDTA funded initiatives disrupted the market 
for illegal drags by meeting or exceeding most of their performance targets for the year, and they 
did so in a cost effective manner. The following highlights illustrate this success: 

• To maximize results, HIDTA funding facilitates information exchange, cooperation, and 
joint efforts between many different federal, state, and local law enforcement organizations. 
There were over 8 federal, 3 state, and 26 local law enforcement agencies participating in the 
Oregon HIDTA regional law enforcement initiatives including 8 task forces and 159 personnel. 
Out of the 159 personnel, only 24 are HIDTA funded. That means that participating agencies 
are contributing 135 full-time law enforcement personnel to HIDTA initiatives. With 
support from the Oregon HIDTA Intelligence and Investigative Support Center (OSIN), regional 
initiatives continue to make significant progress in identifying, investigating and dismantling or 
disrupting the area’s most dangerous and prolific DTOs, drug dealers, money launderers, 
weapons traffickers, and violent criminals. 

• The Oregon HIDTA Intelligence and Investigative Support Center (ISC) continues to provide 
a state-wide electronic information sharing, case, and tactical event deconfliction system. This 
system, the Oregon State Intelligence Network (OSIN), is interfaced with WSIN and connected 
to the national RISS projects and other databases nationwide. In brief, during 2004 the analysts 
at the ISC supported 232 cases, produced 451 charts or graphs, processed 367,674 phone tolls, 
produced 79 document analysis products, 352 link analysis products, and 2,183 intelligence 
profiles. Many other services were also provided to include training and specialized equipment 
support. 

• Fighting the battle against illicit drug trafficking costs money. One can take great comfort: 
however, from the fact that every Oregon HIDTA budget dollar spent on law enforcement. 
prosecution and investigative support activities, contributed to removing $2.625.562 in illicit 
drugs from the market and seizing $13.804.977 of drug-related assets. Thus, the Oregon HIDTA 
initiatives achieved a combined Retum-on-Investment (ROD of S5.00 for every $1.00 of Oregon 
HIDTA funds invested. 


• HIDTAs exist to disrupt and dismantle DTOs. During 2004, the Oregon HIDTA initiatives 
identified 89 DTOs and targeted 72 of those identified. Twenty eight (28) were at least 
international in scope, thirty eight (38) were at least multi-state in scope, and twenty three (23) 
were at least local in scope. Two were clearly CPOT (National Priority Targets) level cases. By 
the end of the year, 21 (30%) of these targeted DTOs, and money laundering organizations were 
disrupted. In addition, 15 (21%) DTOs were totally dismantled. 

• The Oregon HIDTA strives to investigate larger, more complex DTOs where the greatest 
positive impact can be achieved. Disrupting or dismantling a large complex DTO takes much 
longer than stopping a street level operation, but doing so can substantially reduce the supply of 
illicit drugs and disrupt the marketplace by making both users and distributors more cautious. As 
illustrated by the statistical measures contained throughout this Annual Report, during CY 2004, 
the Oregon HIDTA initiatives targeted more complex cases involving larger DTOs. More 
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specifically, Oregon HIDTA investigators were significantly involved in thirteen (13) OCDETF 
cases of which all involved multi-state and international level DTOs. 

• One Oregon HIDTA initiative targeted an international DTO in 2004 responsible for 
smuggling hundreds of kilograms of cocaine per year into Oregon and the United States from 
South America and Mexico. To date, twenty nine (29) defendants have been arrested and 52 
kilograms of cocaine have been seized. 

In conclusion, I hope the above information, and that enclosed, will assist you and your 
colleagues to make decisions regarding drug enforcement policies and funding. The HIDTA 
Program has had an exceptional level of accountability and impact contrary to what the Office of 
Management and Budget (PART report) might suggest. 

Sincerely, 

Charles J. Karl, Director 
Oregon HIDTA Program 

Retired Deputy Police Chief, Portland, Oregon Police Bureau 


Attachments 
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Chris Brown (Chair) 
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Supervisory Special Agent IRS 
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Postal Inspector, Oregon 
Karin Iminergut 
United States Attorney Oregon 
Kohert Jordan 
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Frederick Milanowski 
Resident Agent in Charge 
ATF 


Re: the potential loss of federal funding for the Oregon HIDTA Proeram 

The Administration’s proposed budget for FY 2006 calls for a 56% cut in 
funding for the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) Program (from S226.5 
million to $100 million) and for the program to be moved from the Office of National 
Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) to the Department of Justice (DOJ), falling under the 
operational control of the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF) 
Program. 

The proposed 56% budget cut will eliminate the Oregon HIDTA Program 
and much of the work that has occurred by federal, state, and local law 
enforcement coalitions targeting those \vho prey upon our state and this country by 
manufacturing, delivering, and distributing the various addictive poisons of illegal 
drugs. Because the Oregon HIDTA region is largely rural with two mid-sized cities, we 
can expect all remaining HIDTA funding to be reallocated to the larger metropolitan 
areas and the southwest border. 

The Oregon HIDTA was designated in 1999. Over five (5) years have been 
spent developing effective initiatives and information sharing infrastructures. The 
Oregon HIDTA Program consists of thirteen (13) initiatives (1 mgt, 1 intelligence, 

1 training, and 10 enforcement) which utilize S2.75 million HIDTA dollars. The 
Intelligence and Investigative Support initiative receives Sl.l million to provide for 
investigative, tactical, and strategic information coordination and exchange between all 
law enforcement agencies. 

The allegations made in the proposed budget that the HIDTA Program is a non- 
performing program, not effective, has failed to show an impact, and is not focused are 
not accurate. Many dedicated chief executives, managers, supervisors, staff, and 
narcotics investigators have dedicated their professional careers to combating the 
problem of illegal drugs. They have seen the utter destruction of people’s lives from 
addiction. They have witnessed the related destruction to families and communities 
from addiction. This observed destruction has encouraged them to put forth 
extraordinary effort to be as effective and efficient as possible. Because drug 
trafficking knows no geographical boundaries, it’s vicious footprints cross from the 
street comer, through the neighborhoods, the cities, the counties, the state, neighboring 
states, and the nation and on into other countries. Over twenty years ago, it 
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became clear to these federal, state, and local law enforcement professionals that collaboration 
and leveraging effort between federal, state, and local agencies was essential to maximize impact 
and be effective. For at least the last twenty years federal, state, and local law enforcement 
agencies have contributed shared resources towards this collaborative model. Phenomenal 
results have occurred from these efforts. The HIDTA Program represents one of these 
collaborative programs and is a very structured and focused coalition of federal, state, and local 
law enforcement agencies with measurable outputs and outcomes that have consistently been 
reported to ONDCP. 

The HIDTA Program is only partially funded by the federal government. State and local 
agencies are major stakeholders in this program and have invested considerable resources into 
this effort. It would be a huge setback to destroy or seriously damage many of the networking 
structures, and relationships, which have been formed and accomplished since the program’s 
inception. The immediate impact of lost HIDTA funding includes: 

• The investigation of 89 identified Drug Trafficking Organizations (DTOs) will be 
reduced to a very few investigations. 

• Reduced arrests of drug traffickers. 

• Dissolution of the Oregon HIDTA Executive Board with an associated loss of 
interagency communication and coordination. 

• Closure of ten (10) multi-agency HIDTA drug task forces initiatives. 

• Reduced and lost services to nearly 1,000 law enforcement investigators in Oregon from 
the Intelligence and Investigative Support Center (50%+reduction estimated). 

• Reduced and lost specialized training for drug investigators and support staff 

• Loss of 24 HIDTA funded positions including three cross-designated prosecutors which 
will not be funded by federal, state, or local agencies. 

The following information was obtained from the Oregon HIDTA Initiatives regarding the 
impact of losing HIDTA funds. 

Oregon Department of Justice/HIDTA lntelli2ence and Investigative Support Center 
(ISC): 

The ODOJ/HIDTA ISC receives SI ,085,998 in HIDTA Grant funds annually. 

Although the HIDTA ISC does not receive any direct Byrne Grant Funding, most of the HIDTA 
task forces and non-HIDTA Narcotics task forces receive this funding. The loss of this funding 
would directly impact the HIDTA ISC as positions and equipment (computers, high-speed 
internet access, etc) have been allocated so these task forces can cooperate with the intelligence 
sharing process, specifically the Oregon State Intelligence Network (OSIN), and the Oregon 
Terrorism Network (ORTIC). 

For the HIDTA ISC to function properly and effectively, law enforcement agencies need to 
pledge resources to share narcotics and terrorism related intelligence. There is no statute, or 
regulatory mandate for these agencies to participate in the program. Without Byrne Grant 
funding, these agencies will lose the ability to dedicate personnel and other resources for the 
purposes of sharing investigative information and intelligence with the HIDTA ISC. This could 
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cause devastating effects on issues such as terrorism, coordinating officer safety related tactical 
operations, and redundant investigative effort and costs. 

The Oregon State Intelligence Network (OSIN), developed and maintained with HIDTA 
funding, allows law enforcement, statewide, to share criminal intelligence with other federal, 
state, and local law enforcement investigators electronically nationwide. 

The impact of losing HIDTA funding for the Oregon HIDTA ISC would cause the unit to 
completely disband. A total of 13 positions would be eliminated, and the oversight, and effective 
use of millions of dollars of technical equipment would be terminated. 

The following ISC programs would be directly affected: 

Tactical analytical support for major narcotics investigations would be eliminated. Without 
the 4 HIDTA Intelligence Analysts and the HIDTA funded analytical supervisor, the Oregon 
Department of Justice would be unable to support major narcotics investigations. Currently, the 
unit is assisting in 232 investigations statewide (including 3 OCDETF cases). The unit also 
obtained, in concert with the HIDTA Watch Center staff, 1 5,398 Department of Motor Vehicle 
photographs for criminal investigations in 2004. This represented a savings of $100,087 in 
DMV fees for law enforcement agencies statewide. 

Research support from the Oregon HIDTA ISC Watch Center would be eliminated. 

Without the 3 HIDTA Research Analysts and the HIDTA funded Watch Center Supervisor, the 
Oregon Department of Justice would be unable to support narcotics investigators with database 
research, money laundering cases, and the oversight of the tactical, officer safety deconfliction 
program. In addition, the HIDTA program currently funds access to numerous investigative 
databases including ACCURINT, LEXIS-NEXIS, and FINCEN. These databases create a safety 
net for police officers in the field by advising them of potentially dangerous locations, armed 
suspects, and other officer safety related information. In 2004, the unit assisted in 2,183 criminal 
investigations, provided assistance in 688 tactical officer safety events, and oversaw 24,815 
OSIN system accesses. 

The operation of the Oregon State Intelligence Network (OSIN) wouid be eliminated. 

Without direct, full-time technical support of the network, the Oregon Department of Justice 
would be unable to operate the system. Currently, the HIDTA program funds two Information 
Services positions that oversee the maintenance and operation of the OSIN system. Due to the 
reliance on the system by more that 150 police agencies, (federal, state, and local) the 
elimination of the system would be devastating. Almost all narcotics task forces, gang task 
forces, criminal investigative units, detective bureaus, and special operations units (SWAT 
teams) utilize the system for both intelligence sharing and tactical officer safety event tracking. 
To date, the HIDTA program has invested over two million dollars in equipment, software, 
communication costs, training, and contractor costs to the system. This investment will be lost. 
The OSIN computer network is currently a secure and direct conduit for sharing all types of 
criminal information with the five western states and nationwide. 
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The operation of the Oregon HIDTA Title III, wiretap system would be eliminated. In 

2004, 43 pen register investigations were conducted using this system. It is estimated, that 
within the last two years, the system was responsible for assisting in the seizure of over two 
times the value of the system. In addition, the HIDTA program pays for the permanent 
positioning of telecommunication lines into the Title III computer system. Without this program, 
individual agencies would have to pay this cost every time a pen register or Title III operation 
was initiated. This program saves law enforcement agencies approximately $5,000-520,000 on 
each case. 

The operation of the Oregon HIDTA Equipment loan program would be eliminated. 

Currently, the Oregon HIDTA ISC owns approximately $200,000 worth of tactical surveillance 
equipment and tracking devices. This equipment is maintained and installed by a HIDTA funded 
Technical Equipment Specialist. The technician has attended numerous hours of specialized 
technical training in order to operate, install, and maintain complex electronic and computer 
controlled equipment. All of the equipment is currently installed on major narcotics cases, two 
of which are OCDETF cases. There are no such programs available in the state of Oregon, and 
the loss of this asset would be very difficult. 

Information sharing and coordination would be dramatically reduced. 

Lastly, and most important, the level of interagency cooperation and trust between local, state, 
and federal law enforcement agencies (especially since 9/1 1) that has been built over the last 6 
years in the HIDTA program w'ill be seriously damaged. The HIDTA ISC is the focal point and 
hub for investigative information and intelligence sharing in the state of Oregon. Investigators 
and task force agents have grown to trust the system, and now share information at 
unprecedented rates, leading to more thorough and efficient investigations. Without the 
assistance of the Oregon HIDTA ISC, the continued success of these efforts will be lost. 

Central Oregon Drug Enforcement fCODEI: 

CODE receives $350,305 in HIDTA Grant funds annually. 

Loss of HIDTA Grant would cause the task force/drug unit to disband to include the loss of the 
cross-designated HIDTA Prosecutor. 

Loss of both Byrne and HIDTA Grant would cause the task force/drug unit to disband. 
Additionally, the Klamath Interagency Narcotics Team (KINT) and the Mid-Columbia. 
Interagency Narcotics Task Force (MINT) would lose $72,000 in Byrne Grant funds. 

Douglas County HIDTA Task Force (PINT): 

DINT receives $65,000 in HIDTA Grant funds annually. 

Loss of HIDTA funds would be a reduction of 21% of the DINT revenue and would eliminate a 
vital portion of the DINT overtime and PI/PE funding. DINT’s ability to identify and investigate 
drug trafficking organizations would be greatly reduced without these funds. 

Loss of both the Byrne Grant and HIDTA Grant funds represents a 54% reduction in task force 
revenue. This would result in a similar reduction (at minimum) in operations during the first year 
and if funding was not restored, DINT would be forced to disband the second year. 

FBI Metro Heroin Task Force tPMAHTFI: 

The PMAHTF is a co-managed HIDTA initiative between the FBI and the ROCN Task Force. 
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The PMAHTF does not receive Byrne Grant funds. 

The PMAHTF receives $62,800 in HIDTA Grant Funds annually. 

Loss of HIDTA Grant funds would result in the closure of this initiative. 

Jackson County HIDTA Task Force fJCHTF): 

JCHTF receives $318,674 in HIDTA Grant funds annually. 

Loss of Byrne Grant funds would disrupt or reduce operations by 75%. 

Loss of HIDTA Grant funds would result in the closure of JACKET and the elimination of the 
cross-designated HIDTA prosecutor. 

Loss of both Byrne and HIDTA Grant funds would have the same result. 

Marion County DEA/HIDTA Task Force (MCHTFf: 

MCHTF receives $185,456 in HIDTA Grant funds annually. 

Loss of HIDTA Grant funds only would result in the closure of this initiative and the elimination 
of the HIDTA cross-designated HIDTA prosecutor. 

Oregon HIDTA Fugitive Task Force fUSMSffOHFTFJ: 

OHFTF receives $33,500 in HIDTA Grant funds annually. 

Loss of HITDA grant funds would cause the task force to disband due to the loss of financial 
support (buy money, overtime, travel, and equipment) for local officer participation. 

Oregon State Police HIDTA Training Initiative: 

The OSP HIDTA Training Initiative receives $46,850 per year for enhanced investigative and 
technical training for narcotics investigators. 

This initiative does not receive Byrne Grant funds. 

Loss of HIDTA funding would close this initiative. 

Portland Interdiction Task Force (PIT): 

PIT receives $84,952 in HIDTA Grant funds annually beginning in 2005, 

Loss of HIDTA Grant funds would cause the task force to disband. 

Regional Organized Crime Narcotics Task Force (ROCNl: 

ROCN receives $123,400 for two HIDTA initiatives annually, plus one time money in 2004 of 
$100,000 in CPOT funds and $45,000 in Domestic Marijuana targeted funds from the National 
Marijuana HIDTA Initiative. 

Loss of Byrne Grant funds would disrupt or reduce operations by 20%. These funds pay for half 
of the Task Force Commanders Salary and half of a cross-designated task force prosecutor. 

Loss of HIDTA Grant funds would disrupt or reduce operations by 35% and may result in the 
disbanding of the ROCN task force within three years without additonal funding support. Loss 
of HIDTA Grant funds would definitely close the ROCN HIDTA initiatives. 

Loss of both Byrne and HIDTA Grant funds would disrupt or reduce operations by 50% and 
would likely result in ROCN being dismantled within two years without additional funding 
support. 
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Westside Interagency Narcotics Team (WIN): 

WIN receives $65,000 in HIDTA Grant funds annually. 

Loss of HIDTA Grant funds would disrupt or reduce operations by 25%. 

Moving the HIDTA Program to the Department of Justice under the OCDETF Pro2ram: 

The HIDTA Program functions as the only coordination umbrella for law enforcement 
agencies in designated areas and the state to combine resources, ideas and efforts in order to 
reduce drug trafficking and its consequences. HIDTA initiatives share information and resources 
with one another, and with all domestic law enforcement agencies, regardless of their affiliation. 

The HIDTA Program has a balanced partnership approach under the control and direction 
of an Executive Board. Participating federal, state, and local law enforcement agencies work 
together to assess regional drug threats, design strategies to combat the threats, and develop 
initiatives to implement the strategies. Participating agencies have distinct missions with similar 
goals of dramatically reducing drug trafficking and its harmful consequences. The federal, state, 
and local drug enforcement missions, although different, are intimately and directly inter-related 
and, to be most effective, must be linked together in the form of collaborative, information 
sharing, networks and full-time task forces. 

• HIDTA is a collaborative network of full-time task forces implementing a 
counter-drug strategy for a specific geographical region with a specific identified 
drug threat. 

• OCDETF is a loose network of investigators from numerous agencies working 
part-time on a single investigation. The two programs are different. 

There is a real fear that should the HIDTA Program be moved to the U.S. Department of 
Justice and be managed by the OCDETF Program, the balanced partnership approach, mentioned 
above, utilizing a balance federal, state, and local executive board will be eliminated or quickly 
dissolved and that the funds will be used to supplement the OCDETF Program. 


Report written by: 

Chuck Karl, Director 
Oregon HIDTA Program 
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Oregon HIDTA Program 


Specific responses to Representative Souders request: 

I. a. What is the approximate dollar value of all non-reimbursed state and local 
contributions to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA? 

Response: 


A conservative estimate of all non-reimbursed state and local salary and fringe benefits 
contributions to the Oregon HIDTA from 3 state agencies and 26 local agencies is: 

$7.150.646 

Additional non-reimbursed contributions include nine facilities costs (Not estimated but 
significant) provided by federal, state, or local agencies for HIDTA task force initiatives. 

Additional non-reimbursed contributions include numerous part-time sworn and non- 
swom law enforcement participants on HIDTA initiatives. 

Additional non-reimbursed contributions include equipment and vehicles provided by 
participating agencies. 

b. What is the approximate dollar value of all non-reimbursed contributions of 
federal law enforcement agencies to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA? 

Response: 

A conservative estimate of all non-reimbursed federal salary and fringe benefits 
contributions to the Oregon HIDTA from 8 federal agencies is: 

$1.257.160 

c. Do you believe that, if your HIDTA’s federal program funds were reduced or 
eliminated, that the state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA would 
continue to make all of those non-reimbursed contributions, or would they be 
likely to put those resources elsewhere? 


Response: 

State and local agencies would redirect most, if not all, of these non-reimbursed drug 
enforcement resources towards their specific jurisdiction in the form of patrol activities 
and/or focus drug enforcement efforts on street level drug trafficking that obviously 
impacts neighborhood livability (drug houses, open air markets, gangs, etc.) but has little 
impact on the supply or suppliers (organizations) of the drugs. A few personnel would 
likely remain in some federal, state, or local task forces. Most local drug task forces in 
Oregon would close their doors in a very short time. 
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Oregon HIDTA Program 


The successful investigation of organized crime or drug trafficking organizations can best 
be accomplished by leveraging the resources and combining the information, efforts, 
knowledge, skills, and abilities of all the federal, state, and local agencies in the impacted 
geographical areas. State or local agencies that often have most of the initial evidentiary 
information on drug trafficking organizations have limited enforcement jurisdictions, 
which precludes them from pursuing drug organizations and their leaders beyond their 
own jurisdictions without the assistance of agencies from neighboring jurisdictions and/or 
federal agencies. Without multi-jurisdictional task forces, agencies will go to their 
separate comers of the world where they have authority. Efforts will not be greatly 
leveraged and information exchange will be reduced. Agency partnerships which 
coordinate and focus both full-time and part-time personnel resources on identified 
targets are essential to combat organized crime because organized crime does not have 
jurisdictional boundaries. 

2. If each individual HIDTA’s federal budget were to fluctuate significantly each year, 
do you believe that that would make it more difficult for state and local agencies to 
commit their resources to HIDTA over the long term? 

Response: 


All budget fluctuations of any type impact state and local law enforcement agencies 
already faced with limited resources and significant public safety responsibilities. 
Fluctuating funding destabilizes personnel hiring and all operations. 

3. Should the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) have at least some 
discretion to reallocate the HIDTA budget? If so, what do you believe is the right 
amount of discretion, and how could that discretion best be used without unduly 
disrupting each HIDTA’s operations? 

Response: 

ONDCP has had the discretion to allocate or reallocate the HIDTA budget. That is 
precisely why the HIDTA program has expanded from its original five HIDTAs to 
twenty eight HIDTAs. The program has been effective and popular. Congress and 
ONDCP approved the expansion of the program because it was effective. 

4. The Administration has proposed transferring the HIDTA Program from the 
management of ONDCP to the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force 
(OCDETF) at the U.S. Department of Justice. 

a. Do you support this proposal? If not, why not? 


Response: 

No I do not support this transfer. 
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Oregon HIDTA Program 


OCDETF AND HIDTA ARE DIFFERENT PROGRAMS WITH DIFFERENT 
MISSIONS AND SHOULD BE KEPT SEPARATE: 

Task Forces: 


OCDETF’s nine regional “task forces” are non-operational, administrative bodies that 
are labeled task forces solely due to their varied federal participants. They do not 
perform any enforcement activities. All cases seeking OCDETF sanction emanate from 
within the member agencies, state and local agencies and/or HIDTAs. None stem from 
an investigator assigned to an OCDETF regional task force. Their use of the term task 
force is non-traditional in drug law enforcement. OCDETF cases are investigated on a 
part-time basis by investigators from numerous agencies. Cases often take multiple years 
to complete do to this approach. HIDTA task forces utilize full-time investigators to 
focus on priority cases and get them done much more quickly. 

HIDTA funded task forces are commingled, collocated, multi-agency, operational units 
made up of federal, state and local officers with various missions that include, but are not 
limited to, money laundering, distribution, sales, interdiction, prosecution, violence, 
gangs and intelligence. The 355 HIDTA-funded task forces across the country involve 
over 12,000 personnel (2/3 of which are from state and local agencies) from:^ 

283 federal agency offices 
327 state agencies 
916 local agencies 

Investigations initiated by HIDTA task forces (825 with OCDETF designation') represent 
a significant portion of OCDETF’s reported achievements. 

Investigative Intelligence and Support Activities: 

OCDETF has no intelligence capabilities of its own nor does it provide any intelligence 
to law enforcement. All intelligence resides within the member’s respective agency. 
OCDETF’s support activity is that of funding. It does not provide investigative support 
beyond prosecution and money. 

HIDTA has intelligence units that; 

• Have multiple local, state and federal as well as commercial databases with 
pointer indices to avoid duplicative investigative effort and enhance productivity 

• Provide post-seizure analysis 

• Offer deconlliction of cases, subjects and operational events ensuring officer and 
citizen safety 

• Are connected to national law enforcement cyber pipelines to ensure connectivity 
among HIDTAs and other law enforcement agencies 

• Produce annual threat assessments and special strategic reports 
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Oregon HIDTA Program 


• Have sub-committees and task force commanders from local, state and federal 
agencies to direct their activities 

• Provide analytical support through all phases of an investigation 

• Conduct pro-active intelligence activities to produce informants and develop 
cases 

Additionally, most drug enforcement cases that eventually are designated as OCDETF 
cases have percolated up from a state or local investigation that either is brought to a 
federal sponsor agency by the state or local agency, or gets the attention of a federal 
sponsor agency in some fashion. 

b. Do you believe that the state and local agencies you work with would prefer to 
work with the OCDETF program than with HIDTA as it currently exists? 

Response: 

Some state and local agencies welcome the policy board oversight and accountability of 
the HIDTA program to ensure that their limited resources are used effectively. The 
HIDTA program requires administrative oversight by a balanced federal, state/local 
policy board. It insures that a strategic work plan to deal with the regional drug threat is 
implemented and evaluates the success of this plan annually. 

Other state and local agencies may prefer to work with the OCDETF program because it 
does not have the policy board oversight, documentation requirements, and performance 
measures or accountability requirements that the HIDTA program has had from the 
beginning 

e. What are the primary differences, in your opinion, between the OCDETF 
program and the current HIDTA program? 

Response: 

See “a,” above, 

5. Current ONDCP operating guidelines for the HIDTA Program require that each 
HIDTA divide full voting authority on its executive board between federal agency 
representatives on one hand, and state and local agency representatives on the 
other. 


a. Does your HIDTA currently comply with this directive? If not, why not? 
Response: 

Yes, the Oregon HIDTA Policy Board has 8 federal executives and 8 state/local 
representatives plus 2 “ex-officio” treatment and prevention executives. 
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b. How important is the 50/50 balance on the executive board to the overall 
success of your HIDTA? If that balance were eliminated and federal 
agencies were given majority control of each HIDTA, would that have a 
negative impact on the HIDTAs? If so, how? 

Response: 

A nearly 50/50 balance is essential and is one of the key components of the HIDTA 
program that make it successful. It is the mechanism for joint management of a 
regional counter-drug strategy and cooperative initiatives. Without this component it 
would not be a HIDTA program as originally designed or intended. 

6. Do you believe that the uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA program created by the 
Administration’s proposals has itself had a negative impact on your HlDTA’s 
programs? For example, could that uncertainty make it more difficult to hire or 
retain new personnel for your HlDTA’s administrative offices, or make it more 
difficult to obtain personnel, resources, or other commitments from state, local, or 
federal agencies participating in you HIDTA? 

Response: 

Absolutely, in every way! The manner in which the administration’s proposal was 
submitted to Congress without consultation with the stakeholders (federal, state, and local 
agencies) has created many hard feelings amongst many professional law enforcement 
personnel. 
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500 Ala Moanv Boi :l!:\ ard 
Box 165 

Honoi.uia, Hawaii 96813 



Phone: (808)356-4400 
Fax: {808)356-4499 


March 28, 2005 


The Honorable Mark Souder 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, 

Drug Policy and Human Resources 
B-373 Rayburn Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

Re; Questions for the written record for Mr. Larry D. Burnett, Director, Hawaii HIDTA 
Dear Chairman Souder: 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to your questions and to make this part of the written 
record. I want to commend you and the committee members for seeking the facts about the High 
Intensity Drug Trafficking Area program related to the proposal to reduce funding by $ ! 27 
million and to move the program from ONDCP to the Department of Justice. In response to your 
questions: 

1) “Although each High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) received a certain amount of 
money from the federal government to help fund its activities, state and local agencies 
participating in the HIDTA have also agreed to dedicate their own resources to HIDTA task 
forces and initiatives - in the form of personnel, equipment, office space, etc. Some of those 
contributions are reimbursed by the federal funds, but not all.” 

a) “What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed state and local contributions to 
HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA?” 

The Hawaii HIDTA has 20 different multi-ageocy initiatives operating statewide. 
The program includes an intelligence center, a training unit, a Federal/County 
prosecution Initiative, 10 multi-agency collocated drug task forces, 3 
interdiction/eradication task forces, and methamphetamine clan lab support group. 
The program involves 229 State and Local personnel that make significant 
unreimbursed state and local contributions to our initiatives. The dollar amount is 
an estimated average, based on differences in salaries, fringe benefits, support 
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Hawaii High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area 
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equipment and enforcement gear, etc. The total dollar value of all unreimbursed 
State aud Local contributions to the Hawaii HIDTA is approximately $10,585,652 
annually. 

b) “What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed contributions of federal law 
enforcement agencies to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA?” 

Federal law enforcement is commingled within the same 20 different multi-agency 
initiatives operating statewide. They contribute 73 personnel to our initiatives. The 
dollar amount is also an estimated average, based on differences in salaries, fringe 
benefits, support equipment and enforcement gear, etc. The total dollar value of 
all unreimbursed Federal contributions to the Hawaii HIDTA is approximately 
$7,048,817 annually. 

c) “Do you believe that, if your HIDTA’s federal program fimd were reduced or eliminated, 
that the state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA would continue lo make all 
of those unreimbursed contributions, or would they be likely to put those resources 
elsewhere?” 

There is little doubt should the HIDTA funds be significantly reduced or eliminated 
that the State and Local agencies would not continue these unreimbursed 
contributions. The loss of HIDTA funding for office rent, parking, services, phones, 
and equipment would dismantle all task forces and initiatives collocated in Hawaii 
HIDTA funded facilities. Funding through the HIDTA program for overtime, 
training, and equipment makes commitment of manpower by State and Local 
departments feasible. Without funding, member agencies, in these current budget 
times, will have to remove resources. Also without the leverage afforded through 
the HIDTA program Federal agencies, with the exception of DEA, will direct their 
resources away from narcotics trafficking to other department and agency 
priorities. Hawaii HIDTA initiatives will lose manpower or dismantle altogether if 
the proposed federal budget goes forward. 

2) “State and local agencies that currently participate in the HIDTA program have to decide for 
themselves how many officers and how much equipment, office space or other resources to 
dedicate to HIDTA task forces or initiatives. They have to go through the same long-tenn 
budget planning that the federal government does to reach these decisions. If each individual 
HIDTA’s federal budget were to fluctuate significantly each year, do you believe that that 
would make it more difficult for state and local agencies to commit their resources to HIDTA 
over the long term?” 

It is very difficult for State and Local agencies to commit their resources to HIDTA 
over the long term if each individual HIDTA’s federal budget were to fluctuate 
significantly each year. They make their decisions on long term budgeting, 
committing resources, signing contracts, signing leases, establishing networking 
systems, etc. Stability in the HIDTA Program allows the State and Local law 
enforcement administrators to gain confidence that HIDTA funds will be available 
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to facilitate long-term planning. It is almost impossible to address any threat and 
implement effective strategies if it can’t be done in a stable environment. 

3) “The Administration has argued that the HIDTA Program now gives too little discretion to 
the federal government to redirect HIDTA resources to respond to the changing drug threat. 
They have stated that locking in each HIDTA’s budget every year means that the program 
cannot adapt when the drug traffickers adapt. Should the Office of National Drug Control 
Policy (ONDCP) have at least some discretion to reallocate the HIDTA budget? If so, what 
do you believe is the right amount of discretion, and how could that discretion best be used 
without unduly disrupting each HIDTA’s operations?” It is interesting to note that one of the 
many positive aspects of the HIDTA Program is its ability and flexibility to adapt to meet the 
regional drug threat. Each HIDTA region has a slightly different drug threat which cannot be 
effectively addressed from a centralized distant location. This should be done at a regional 
level. For the federal government to indicate that they don’t have the discretion to respond to 
the changing drag threat is to not understand the HIDTA Program. The federal government, 
along with state and local government, is using its regional discretion to redirect HIDTA 
resources to respond to the regional drug threat which affects this nation. 

The Director of ONCP has sufficient authority under the existing authorizing 
legislation to effectively manage the program. He and bis staff can designate 
HIDTA regions, approve program policy guidance, and review and authorize each 
HIDTA region’s budget, subject only to the approval of the Administration and 
Congress. 

However, the most positive aspects of the HIDTA program are the flexibility and 
adaptability it offers to participating agencies in designing and implementing 
regional drug control strategies. Each region’s executive board provides a forum 
for frank and open discussion of regional drug threats and ensures that federal, 
state and local government input is integrated into the HIDTA’s regional drug 
control strategy. ONDCP concentrates its efforts on budget and program policy 
compliance issues and does not conduct in-depth evaluations of drug enforcement 
strategies. ONDCP’s staff is in a far inferior position than the combined regional 
Executive Boards and participating agencies to determine what the focus should be 
for each HIDTA region. 

The HIDTAs function best if there is a baseline for each HIDTA so they can 
implement long-term planning and strategies; and the Bureau of State and Local 
Affairs, within ONDCP, has supplemental funds to plus-up programs to meet 
emerging national threats as documented by the regional HIDTAs and their 
Executive Boards. 

4) “The Administration has proposed transferring the HIDTA program from the management of 
ONDCP to the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF) at tlie U.S. 
Department of Justice.” 

a) “Do you support this proposal? If not, why not?” 
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1 do not support this proposal. The HIDTA program is currently funded under the 
Bureau of State and Local Affairs within ONDCP. It is a State and Local law 
enforcement proeram with incentives to partner with Federal agencies having a 
counter-drug mission. This is an important distinction in that it places State and 
Local law enforcement on an equal footing with their Federal counterparts through 
the operation of the Executive Board. There is equal representation on the 
Executive Board, the Chair and Vice-Chair alternates annually between a 
State/Local department Head and a Federal agency Head. 

The State/Local members provide 76% of the personnel that make up the full time 
task forces and initiatives of the Hawaii HIDTA. By contrast the Department of 
Justice, OCDETF program is 98% funding for Federal investigative and 
prosecutoriai positions, with no full time task forces. 

If HIDTA were to be moved to Justice, it would be diHicult for Department of 
Justice to remain objective or certainly prevent the appearance and perception of 
being partisan in management of the program since Department of Justice (DEA, 
FBI, ATF and U.S. Marshals Service) vie for resources. The OCDETF program 
does not require state and local agency involvement in order for the funds to be 
distributed. Moving the HIDTA program to the Department of Justice 
fundamentally changes it to a Federal program, not a State and Local program. 
Federal government agencies not aligned with DOJ will have similar difficulties 
finding a neutral environment to participate in. 

This proposal will also have a negative impact on the OCDETF program itself, with 
the loss of HIDTA support, fewer OCDETF cases will be developed. There will be 
less manpower to support complex cases, less shared intelligence from which 
OCDETF cases will develop, and far less collaboration between Federal, State and 
Local law enforcement agencies. 

b) “Do you believe that the state and local agencies you work with would prefer to work 
with the OCDETF program than with HIDTA as it currently exists?” 

We have met with all of the Federal. State and Local partners on the Hawaii HIDTA 
Executive Board; they were unanimous in not wanting the HIDTA program placed 
in the Department of Justice or the OCDETF Program. 

c) “What are the primary differences, in your opinion, between the OCDETF program and 
the current HIDTA program?” 

Structure: 

OCDETF is a program for federal agencies and managed by a federal agency. The 
majority of its budget funds full time federal employees distributed among 
participating federal agencies. No investigative funding is provided prior to 
OCDETF designation. 
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HlDTAs are governed by executive boards that contain an equal number of 
State/Local law enforcement agency heads and Federal agency administrators. 
These partnerships produce regional threat assessments, develop strategies to attack 
the threat and implement the strategies with operational task forces. They decide 
the level of funding for each task force and assess results annually. Task force 
commanders are selected from agencies participating in HIBTA and lead 
commingled, collocated officers and analytical personnel in their investigative effort. 
The task forces are continually monitored for efficiency and effectiveness by the 
Executive Board. Each task force and ultimately each HIOTA must report their 
success through OMB compatible performance measures. 

Operations: 

Investigations are submitted for OCDETF designated generally for funding 
assistance and the assignment of prosecutors on a case by case basis. 

HIDTA task forces actually develop and open cases, provide and share intelligence 
and informants that can lead to spin-off investigations for other HIDTAs, areas of 
the country, and OCDETF designation. HIDTA operations are flexible and funding 
can be distributed among Local, State and Federal agencies at the Executive 
Board’s direction. This allows for fiscal flexibility which would be unavailable 
within the Department of Justice. HIDTAs proactively identify, target and 
investigates drug trafficking organizations (DTO). HIDTAs mission is to disrupt or 
dismantle international, multi-state and local DTOs. 

Task Forces: 

OCDETF’s nine regional “task forces” are really small federally staffed, non- 
operational, coordinating groups that perform no enforcement activities. 

HIDTA funded task forces are commingled, collocated, multi-agency, operational 
units made up of Federal, State and Local officers. They investigate and interdict 
narcotics trafficking, money laundering, distribution, sales, eradication, 
prosecution, violence, gangs and intelligence. Nationally the 355 HIDTA-funded 
task forces involve over 12,000 personnel (2/3 of which are from State and Local 
agencies.) HIDTA retains the flexibility to both target major DTOs but also address 
regional threats that are identified such as methamphetamine and clandestine labs. 

Intelligence and Support Activities: 

OCDETF has no intelligence capabilities of its own nor does it provide any 
intelligence to law enforcement. All intelligence resides within the member’s 
respective agency. 

HIDTA has intelligence units that have multiple Local, State and Federal as well as 
commercial databases with pointer indices to avoid duplicative investigative effort 
and enhance productivity; provide post-seizure analysis; offer deconfliction of cases, 
subjects and operational events ensuring officer and citizen safety; are connected to 
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national law enforcement cyber pipelines to ensure connectivity among HIDTAs and 
other law enforcement agencies; produce annual threat assessments and special 
strategic reports; have sub-committees and task force commanders from Local, 
State and Federal agencies to direct their activities; provide analytical support 
through all phases of an investigation; conduct pro-active intelligence activities to 
produce informants and develop cases. 

5) “Current ONDCP operation guidelines for the HIDTA program require that each HIDTA 
divide full voting authority on its executive board between federal agency representatives on 
one hand, and state and local agency representatives on the other. The Administration has 
apparently not yet decided whether OCDETF would maintain this practice if given control of 
the HIDTA program.” 

a) “Does your HIDTA currently comply with this directive? If not, why not?” 

As required by ONDCP’s HIDTA Program Policy, the Hawaii HIDTA Executive 
Board maintains an even balance of Federal and State and Local agencies on its 
Executive Board (see table below). 

Hawaii HIDTA Executive Board 


Federal (8 seats) 

state and Local (8 seats) 

ATFE 

City and County Prosecuting Attorney’s 

DEA 

Hawaii County Police Department 

FBI 

Hawaii National Guard 

ICE 

Hawaii State Department of Public Safety 

ms 

Honolulu Police Department 

US Attornev/District ol Hawaii 

Kauai County Police Department 

USMS 

Maui County Police Department 

USPIS 

WISN-Hawail/Pacific 


In addition the Executive Board has two advisory, non-voting members: 

The Naval Criminal Investigative Service and the United States Coast Guard 

b) “How important is this 50/50 balance on the executive board to the overall success of 
your HIDTA? If that balance was eliminated and federal agencies were given majority 
control of each HIDTA, would that have a negative impact on the HIDTAs? If so, how?” 

Moving the HIDTA program to the Department of Justice fundamentally changes it 
to a federal program, not a state and local program. Also, federal agencies not 
aligned with DOJ will have similar difficulties finding a neutral environment to 
participate in. OCDETF does not require State and Loeal agency involvement in 
order for the funds to be distributed. If this balance is eliminated and Federal 
agencies take control, it would become just another federal program, and many 
State and Local participants would eventually leave. State and local law 
enforcement would not have ownership and thus, would not have the commitment. 
The state and local resources to the HIDTA Program far outweigh what the federal 
government has committed. 
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6) “Do you believe that the uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA program created by the 

Administration’s proposals has itself had a negative impact on your HIDTA’s programs? For 
example, could that uncertainty make it more difficult to hire or retain new personnel for 
your HIDTA’s administrative officers, or make it more difficult to obtain personnel, 
resource, or other commitments from state, local or federal agencies participating in your 
HIDTA?” 

Yes, the uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA Program has had a negative impact on 
the Hawaii HIDTA. There are leases that have to be signed, positions to be filled 
and new initiatives on hold. The participating law enforcement agencies are 
wondering how to best manage their staff allocations. The Federal, State and Local 
agencies involved in designating personnel for task forces and overseeing the 
program are waiting to see what the final decisions will be for the HIDTA Program 
before they proceed. 

The men and women involved in the Hawaii HIDTA initiatives are questioning how 
the Administration could even consider reducing HIDTA funding when their efforts 
have resulted in the seizure of more dollars in drug assets than it costs to run the 
program. They are worried that the gains they have made in fighting the drug 
problem will soon be lost. This sense of uncertainty has had a direct effect on the 
morale of all personnel working for HIDTA Program. 

By design each HIDTA executive board consists of one State or Local representative 
for every Federal agency represented. Our Executive Board, over time, has become 
a very decisive, responsive, and cohesive governing body. The strain created by the 
Administration has disrupted the Board’s ability to perform and has the potential 
for impairing heretofore excellent working relationships among participating 
agencies. 

In many ways, it will take time to repair the damage caused already through the 
Administration’s budget proposal. None of us involved in the HIDTA Program 
understand the rational for such a drastic and devastating step. The Administration 
has yet to produce evidence that the HIDTAs have not performed well or that it 
would be better managed under OCDEFT. What the Administration has done is to 
propose altering an effective drug control program that has demonstrated positive 
performance measurements and made a significant impact on drug trafficking 
organizations across the nation. 


Sincerely, 

/s/ 

Larry D. Burnett 
Director, Hawaii HIDTA 
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Raymond L. Vinsik 
Diractor 


Arizona High intensity Drug Trafficicing Area 


1750 East Benson Highway, Tucson. Arizona 85714'17&6 
1528) 7464400 FAX: (520) 7464402/4405 


April 5, 2005 


Arizona Attorney 
General 

Arizona National 
Guant 

Dspai^ent of 
Public Safety 

Drug Enforcement 
Administration 

Federal Bureau of 
Investigation 

Joint Task Force 
Six 

Maricopa County 
Sheriff’s Office 

Phoenix Police 
Department 

Pima County 
Sheriff’s 
Department 

Southwest Border 
Alliance 

Tucson Police 
Department 

U.S. Attorney 

U. S. Border Patrol 

U. S. Customs 


The Hoiu>rable Mark Souder 
Chairman, Sid)cominiftee on CMminal Justice 
Drug Policy and Human Resources 
B-373 Rajd^um House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 


ViaFax: (202)225-1154 


RE: Subcommittee Hearing “FY2006 Drug Control Budget and the Bryne Grant, 
HIDTA and other law enforcement programs: Are we jeopardizing federal, state 
and local cooperation?*’ 


Response: Arizona High faitensity Drug Trafficking Area 


Chairman Souder: 

1 would like to take this opportunity to thank you and your subcommittee for 
addressing this vital issue of national importance. 


Sincerely, 

Raymond L. Vinsik 
Director 
Arizona HIDTA 
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In response to questions: 

1 . Although each High Intensity 0mg Traliicking Area (HIDTA) receives a certain 

amount of money from the federal government to help fund its activities, state and local 
agencies participating in the HIDTA have also agreed to dedicate their own resources to 
HIDTA task forces and initiatives in the form of personnel, equipment, oflice space, etc. 
Some of those contributions are reimbursed by federal funds, but not all. 

a. What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed state and local 
contributions to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA? 


SWB - Arizona HIDTA Resources Leveraged by HIDTA Funds, Return on 

Investment 



HIDTA 

Funding 

Resources 


Baseline State & Local Federal Total Agency 

Leveraged Agency Agency Resources 

ROI Resources Resources Leveraged 


Leveraged 
Return on 
Investment 
(ROI) 


$ 11 , 142,859 $ 6 1 $ 35 , 842 , 000 } $ 29 , 510 , 000 } $ 65 , 352 . 


£>31 $6 


The AZ HIDTA has 24 HIDTA supported task forces with a combined 
Federal, State and local budget of 1 1,142,859. State and local unreimbursed 
contributions to the Arizona HIDTA add up to approximately $35,842,000 dollars. 
This includes full time and part time employees of the task forces supported by 
HIDTA but not funded by HIDTA as well as operational cost absorbed by the state 
and local agencies once a HIDTA initiated investigation has began. Part time 
employees were calculated on a percentage of time spent supporting HIDTA funded 
operations. Also added into this number is the dollar amount for the used space at 
various task forces donated by the supporting state or local law enforcement agency. 


b. What is the approximate dollar value of all reimbursed contnbutions of federal 
law enforcement ageucies to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA? 


The Federal unreimbursed contributions to the AZ HIDTA task forces add up to 
approximately $29,5 1 0,000 dollars. This number also includes full lime and part time 
employees of the task forces supported by HIDTA but not funded by HIDTA as well 
as operational cost absorbed by federal agencies once a HIDTA initiated investigation 
has began. Part time employees were calculated based on a percentage of time spent 
supporting HIDTA funded operations. Also added into this total is the dollar amount 
for the used space at various task forces donated by the supporting federal law 
enforcement agency. 


c. Do you believe that, if your HIDTA’s federal program funds were reduced or 
eliminated, that the state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA would 
continue to make all those unreimbursed contributions, or would they be likely 
to put those resources elsewhere? 


The Arizona HIDTA task force commanders were surveyed and asked what the 
impact of reduced or eliminated HIDTA funds would have on their task forces and 
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how this would impact oogoing operations. The state and local response was 
unanimous in stating that reduced or eliminated HIDTA funds would severely impact 
their operations and in over 1/3"* of the responses it was clearly stated that the task 
force could not survive those types of cuts and would be dissolved. It is important to 
take note that three of the four task forces responsible for drug interdiction along the 
Arizona / Mexico border said they could not survive a reduction of funding. The 
forth, a federaliy lead initiative on a border reservation said these types of cuts would 
negatively effect their task force and would cause a reduction in their operations by at 
least 50%. The four task forces are responsible for 372 miles of international border 
and are among the poorest counties and reservation in the Southwest. 

If these task forces were cut or eliminated altogether there is no doubt that State and 
Local drug law enforcement would pull back and consolidate their resources in their 
individual communities causing a great deal less enforcement in the border 
communities and virtually no enforcement between border communities. This would 
once again open Pandora’s Box concerning home invasions, kidnappings, auto thefts, 
property and violent crimes against our citizens. 

A major loss to law enforcement would be the COBIJA Program. 

COBUA (Coordinated Operations Before Initiating Joint Activities) is an Arizona 
HIDTA facilitated concept that brings together local, tribal, state, and federal law 
enforcement to plan/conduct coordinated/synchronized criminal interdiction 
operations and enhanced information sharing and intelligence generation in support of 
interdiction, investigative, and intelligence agencies. COBUA I involved 6 HIDTA 
funded multi-agency task forces from 3 states; COBIJA XVII operational planning 
meeting had 600 representatives from 45 states and Canada participating. Over 2,700 
coordinated operations plans were submitted for the current operational period. 

This effort has grown to the level that over 100 agencies routinely send their 
incident/seizure reports into the Arizona HIDTA intelligence center where 
information is analyzed, fused and placed on a live, inactive graphic situation map 
available to all law enforcement. This has resulted in the Arizona HIDTA 
collaborating with EPIC/DEA to develop the National Drug Seizure System. 

It has evolved into a nation-wide and regional process of federal, state, tribal, and 
local law enforcement agencies and multi-agency task forces working together to plan 
coordinated operations and share their intelligence on a routine basis. COBOA also 
provides the mechanism to quickly 'Vamp up” coordinated multi-agency border 
and/or internal U.S. highway interdiction efforts. Without the HIDTA program there 
will be no COBIJA - and these capabilities/initiatives will cease. 


2. State and local agencies that currently participate in the HIDTA program have to 
decide for themselves how many officers and how mneh equipment, office space or 
other resources to dedicate to HIDTA task forces or initiatives. They have to go 
through the same long-term budget planning that the federal government does to reach 
these decision.s. If each individual HIDTA’s federal budget were to fluctuate 
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significantly each year, do you believe that that would make it more difficult of state 
and local agencies to commit their resources to HIDTA over the long term? 

It is unquestionable that even a moderate fluctuation in funds from year to year would 
negatively effect the planning process, and monetaiy fluctuations are always felt more by the 
State and Local agencies then by the Federal agencies. In almost all cases the assignment of 
law enforcement officers, intelligence officers, support staff, lease agreements, contracts, 
supplies, etc. would be much more difficult for slates and local agencies. Fluctuations 
downward would put the state and local agencies in various dilemmas and situations such as 
closing out facility contracts, reducing services and equipment, and reducing or eliminating 
officer participation etc. Specific examples include leases for two Investigative Centers each 
containing 300 federal, state and local law enforcement officer and 118 state and local officer 
salaries. 

Stable funding is one of the primary reasons state and local law enforcement has embraced 
the A2 HIDTA as well as HlDTA’s nation wide. As long as the task forces meet their stated 
goals the funding has remained reasonably stable and state and local agencies have advanced 
payments due to the stability of the HIDTA program funding. Large fluctuations in funding 
would eliminate the confidence now enjoyed by state and local law enforcement in the 
HIDTA program. 


3. The Administration has argued that the HIDTA program now gives too little discretion 
to the federal government to redirect HIDTA resources to respond to the changing drug 
threat. They have .stated that locking each HlDTA’s budget every year means that the 
HIDTA cannot adapt when drug traffickers adapt. Should the Office of National Drug 
Control Policy (ONDCP) have at least some discretion to reallocate the HIDTA budget? 
If so, what do you believe is the right amount of discretion, and how could that 
discretion best be used without unduly disrupting HlDTA’s operations? 

The flexibility of the HIDTA program lies with the local HIDTA Executive Board that 
understands the regional drug threat. HIDTA Executive Boards and HIDTA task force 
commanders, with HIDTA resources reacts immediately to those threats. It is difficult to 
imagine how ONDCP could react more quickly or with better insight than the regional 
HIDTA Executive Boards or local task force commanders on any specific area of concern. 

The Arizona HIDTA as well as all HlD'l'A’s produce regional threat assessments, strategies, 
and annual reports explaining exactly what the threat is and how that threat will be addressed. 
These products arc flexible and allow the local Executive Boards the latitude to shift assets 
and funding within the local HIDTA to support any unforeseen threat and to immediately 
address the threat locally. 

The reallocation of HIDTA funds by ONDCP would upset the mid and long term planning 
process of the regional HIDTAs. The stability, and therefore the support to the HfDTA 
program by the state and local law enforcement would be upset if the baseline for the 
regional HlDTA’s were not a constant. ONDCP has discretionary funds at its disposal to 
address any new national threat or for any new program that the ONDCP staff feels should be 
reviewed or implemented. 
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4. The AdnuDistration has proposed transferring the HIDTA program from the 
Management of ONDCP to the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force 
(OCDETF) at the U.S. Department of Justice. 

a. Do you support this proposal? If not, why not? 

I do not support this proposal. Under ONDCP the Justice Department agencies such 
as DBA, FBI, US Attorney and the U.S. Marshal could be instructed to vote as a 
group and therefore destroy the partnership that presently exists among board 
members. 


OCDETF and HIDTA are completely different types of organizations. 

HIDTA supported law enforcement agencies are able to recommend prosecutions to 
state and county prosecutors. 

Under the OCDETF program only federal agencies can recommend OCDETF cases 
for funding and prosecution. Tf HIDTA was rolled into OCEDEF prosecution for all 
cases would be determined by the US Attorney. This would take away all perceptions 
of equal representation by state and local law enforcement and prosecution attorneys 
and would severely limit the number of cases prosecuted. 

OCDETF does not fund long-term task forces. They fund short term, target specific 
cases. A large percentage of OCEDBF cases originate within HIDTA task forces. . 
True partnership between federal, state and local cannot exist under OCDETF. Under 
the current ONDCP / HTDTA program the chair of the Executive Board rotates yearly 
between Federal and State/Local representation. Currently the Arizona HIDTA 
Executive Board has 16 members with 8 being Federal and 8 being Statc/Tocal. 


Federal 


State/Local 


SAC DBA 
SAIC FBI 
U.S. Attorney 
ChiefUSBP 
SAC TCE 
U.S. Marshal 
DOI 
JTF-N 


Director DPS 
Maricopa Co. Sheriff 
Pima Co. Sheriff 
Chief, Phoenix PD 
Yuma Co. Sheriff 
Chief, Tucson PD 
AZ Attorney General 
AZNG/JCNTF 


As required by ONDCP the AZ HIDTA has a balance of federal / state / and local 
LEA representation as well as federal and state prosecutors that are members the 
AZ HIDTA Executive Committee. 


b. Do you believe that the state and local agencies you work with would prefer 
to work with the OCDETF program than with HIDTA as it currently exists? 

No, as stated above the AZ HIDTA conducted a task force survey of the HIDTA 
supported initiatives. State and local task force commanders were unanimous in 
their support to keep the AZ HIDTA funded as is and under ONDCP not OCDETF. 

c. What are the primary differences, in your opinion, between the OCDETF 
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program and the current HIDTA program. 

• OCDETF are not real task forces. They are short term and non operational and 
dissolve after the conclusion of the investigation and prosecution 

• HIDTA task forces are long term with continuity among federal / state/ and 
local law enforcement and with the prosecutors. HIDTA task forces are 
collocated and commingled multi-agency operational entities. 


• Unlike HIDTA, OCDETF does not have an Executive Board with equal state 
and local representation to consider best use of resources and internal 
reallocation to immediately address emerging drug threats 

• Under HIDTA. state and local LEAs are full members and have equal status 
with their federal counterparts in HIDTA funded task forces. OCDETF rarely 
use state and local investigators and do not have state and local representation of 
equal stature as partners or advisors. 

• OCDETF task forces do not paform enforcement activities. All OCDETF cases 
are forwarded to the Justice Department for review. OCDETF task forces do not 
initiate operations or investigate new cases. 

• HlDTAs have Investigative and Intelligence Centers, which allow all agencies 
access to valuable intelligence that both serve and protect the public, and allow 
smaller agencies information not otherwise available. OCDETF does not have 
intelligence and operations centers. 

• HIDTA requires deconfliction of all cases and incidents. This is not only an 
excellent information sharing mechanism between agencies but also acts as an 
officer safety mechanism. OCDETF have no such requirement or deconfliction 
program. HIDTA provides post seizure analysis; OCDETF does not have that 
capability. 


5. Current ONDCP operating guidelines for the HIDTA program require that each 
HIDTA divide full voting authority on its executive board between federal agencies 
representation on one hand, and state and local agency representation an the other. 
The Administration has apparently not yet decided whether OCDETF would 
maintain this practice if given control of the HIDTA program. 

a. Does your HIDTA partnership currently comply with this directive with respect 
to its partnership executive board? If not, why not? 

YES 


b. How important is this 50/50 balance on the executive board to the overall success 
of your HIDTA partnership? If that balance were eliminated and federal 
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agencies were majority control of each HIDTA, would that have a negative 
impact on the HlDTAs? If so, how. 

The 50/50 balance creates true partnership among the agencies. Giving federal agency 
majority control of the HIDTA executive boards would have a negative impact. State and 
local law enforcement agency heads feel that the local representation is imperative. This 
allows state and local agencies the ability to promote and implement new and innovative 
methods in combating narcotics trafficking in partnership with federal counterparts. 
Elimination of equal representation would likely cause the dissolution of the program 
causing the information flow between state and local LEAs and the federal agencies to 
cease to exist. At least 80% of intelligence on criminal activities are in the state and local 
law enforcement databases. The federal government has very few ways to obtain this 
information. The collocated and commingled HIDTA Investigative and Intelligence 
Centers involving federal, stale, and local law enforcement data bases are available and 
long term task forces and working relationships are already established have proven to be 
very successful. 


6. Do you believe the uncertainty surrounding the HIOTA program created by the 
Administration proposals has itself had a negative impact on your HIDTA 
partnership’s programs? For example, could that uncertainty make it more 
difficult to hire or retain new personnel for your partnership’s administrative 
offices, or make it more difficult to obtain personnel, resources, or other 
commitments from state, local, or federal agencies participating in your 
partnership? 

Yes, job announcements for clerical and intelligence positions have fewer applications than 
normal. Personnel that have been recently hired for our financial and intelligence positions 
are concerned about a possible downgrade of the HIDTA and are piusuing other more secure 
positions. Agencies have expressed concerns relative to renewing leases and contracts. The 
uncertainty concerning the continuation of the program has had a negative impact on the 
HIDTA. 


7. Your HIDTA partnership is one of five that make up the overaU Southwest Border 
HIDTA. We have several questions regarding the special status of the Southwest 
Border HIDTA and its five partnerships. 

a. In your opinion what is the proper role of the overall Southwest Border HIDTA? 
What kind of operational, budgetary, or other authority should the executive 
board, director, and other staff of the overall Southwest Border HIDTA have over 
the five partnerships? Conversely, what kind of authority, whether shared or 
otherwise, should the partnerships have? 

The Southwest Border Executive Board and Director duties were clarified recently 
with the adaptation of the new Southwest Border SOP, approved unanimously by the 
SWB Executive Board and the five regional HIDTA Directors. The role of the SWB 
Executive Board and the position of the Director and staff is to assist the 
Partnerships as needed and to assist with special project and reports to include Threat 
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Assessments, Strategies, Annual Reports, Coordination plans, and review the Annual 
Budget proposals. The SWB Executive Board and the Director will assist the five 
partnerships in the development of a joint regional system for coordinating intelligence 
sharing and products, interdiction, prosecution, and investigative efforts that results in the 
measurable reduction of drug trafficking. 

The Southwest Border Executive Board has agreed to establish an ongoing internal 
program review for both fiscal and programmatic account^ility to ensure efficiency and 
effectiveness of all initiatives along the Southwest Border. The SWB Executive Board will 
also provide direction and oversight in establishing and achieving the goals of the National 
HIDTA Program. 

The newly established standard operating procedures for the Southwest Border HIDTA 
clearly defines the role of the executive committee’s vis-i-vis the Southwest Border 
HIDTA Board. 

It in effect retains control of initiative selections, staffing and uti lization of HIDTA funding 
to the discretion of the Regional Executive Committees. 

b. Do you have concerns about conceding at least some authority back to the central 
Southwest Border HIDTA? How could congress address those concerns without 
splitting the HIDTA up into S separate HIDTAs? 

The question off conceding some authority back to the central SWB HIDTA was addressed 
on February 8*, 2005 by the SWB Executive Board in voting to approve the Current SOPs. 
A real issue of concern to the SWB HIDTA partnerships is that ONDCP behaves as though 
the five Southwest border partnerships are not full and equal members of the program. 
Congress can mandate to the ONDCP that the partnerships be regarded as sole and separate 
as relates to meetings, correspondence and normal business activities. And further, that the 
partnerships shall be funded for FY200fi at a level no less than the previous year’.s funding. 


Response to Ctmipessional Questions 
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COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE, DRUG POLICY AND HUMAN 

RESOURCES 

“FY 2006 Drug Control Budget and the Byrne Grant, HIDTA, and other law 
enforcement programs; Are we jeopardizing federal, state and local cooperation?” 

MARCH 10, 2005 

RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS FOR THE WRITTEN RECORD FOR MR. 
TRAVIS KUYKENDALL, DIRECTOR, WEST TEXAS PARTNERSHIP, 
SOUTHWEST BORDER HIDTA 


1 , Although each High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDT A) and each HIDT A 
partnership receives a certain amount of money from the federal government to help fund 
its activities, state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA have also agreed to 
dedicate their own resources to HIDTA task forces and initiatives - in the form of 
personnel, equipment, office space, etc. Some of these contributions are reimbursed by 
the federal funds, but not all. 

a. What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed state and local 

contributions to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA partnership? 

[Travis Kuykendall] In West Texas there are two major local law enforcement 
organizations who participate significantly in the HIDTA program - the El Paso 
Police Department and the El Paso County Sheriff’s Department. The table 
below reflects the agency resources committed to the HIDTA effort by all 
participating State & Local agencies. A good portion of the commitment comes 
from the two agencies I mentioned. Both of those agencies are supported by the 
tax payers of El Paso, a large population with only modest wealth. - 


SWB - West Texas HIDTA Resources leveraged by HIDTA 


Funds, Return on Investment 



state & 


Total 

Leveraged 

HIDTA 

Local 

Federal 

Agency 

Return on 

Funding 

Agency 

Agency 

Resources 

Investment 

Resources 

Resources 

Resources 

Leveraged 

(ROI) 


1 $6,312,374 

I $43,982,350 

I $50,294,724 

623% 


b. What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed contributions of 
federal law enforcement agencies to HIDTA initiatives in you HIDTA 
partnership? 
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[Travis Kuykendall] See table to question a. All federal law enforcement 
agencies in West Texas contribute a greater amount of agency resources than 
local agencies, quite frankly because their agency resources are enormously 
greater in comparison. The contributions of all jurisdictions of law enforcement 
are necessary, however. The federal agencies cannot work without the 
information and knowledge unique to local agencies and local agencies cannot 
operate in a vacuum. With the loss of HIDTA I believe that even federal law 
enforcement resources will be withdrawn from drug enforcement due to 
competing agency priorities. 


c. Do you believe that, if your HIDTA partnership’s federal program funds 

were reduced or eliminated, that the state and local agencies participating in 
the HIDTA would continue to make all of those unreimbursed contributions, 
or would they likely put those resources elsewhere? 

[Travis Kuykendall] Most of the participating agencies are extended as far as 
they can go in helping the Federal Government attack this National problem and 
several have already stated that they intend to withdraw if the Federal 
government stops helping with some of the funding. They are very angry that the 
President ’s proposed budget takes funds from domestic drug programs for State 
and locals and gives it to the Federal Agencies for use in Columbia and 
Afghanistan. They are very aware that there is an overall increase of 2 plus % in 
the counter drug budget and not a savings as has been stated. 

Without the support of HIDTA the agencies I discussed in question la will 
certainly turn their back on attempting to stop the drugs being transshipped 
through this region. Drug enforcement would solely target the local distribution. 
The large scale interdiction efforts that agencies are currently able to conduct by 
combining resources would be difficult without local agency support. HIDTA 
provides the means for the local agencies to commit precious resources full-time 
to joint agency task forces. 


2. State and local agencies that currently participate in the HIDTA program have to 
decide for themselves how many officers and how much equipment, office space or other 
resources to dedicate to HIDTA task forces and initiatives. They have to go through the 
same long-term budget planning that the federal government does to reach these 
decisions. If each individual HIDTA’s federal budget were to fluctuate significantly each 
year, do you believe that that would make it more difficult for state and local agencies to 
commit their resources to HIDTA over the long term? 
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[Travis Kuykendall] Absolutely: The primary benefit of HIDTA is the ongoing 
cooperation, communication, and development of trust that occurs between agencies. 
Unknown factors, such as participation in initiatives from other agencies, reduce local 
agencies ability to prepare their agency budgets, and to commit their resources 
appropriately. 

3. The Administration has argued that the HIDTA program now gives too little 
discretion to the federal government to redirect HIDTA resources to respond to the 
changing drug threat. They have stated that locking in each HIDTA’s budget every year 
means that the program cannot adapt when the drug trafficker’s adapt. Should the Office 
of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) have at least some discretion to reallocate the 
HIDTA budget? If so, what do you believe the right amount of discretion, and how 
could that discretion best be used without unduly disrupting each HIDTA’s operations? 

[Travis Kuykendall] This is the Administrations basic dislike of the HIDTA program. 

The bureaucrats in Washington D.C. refuse to accept the fact that law enforcement at 
the local level could and often do have better intelligence, better ideas, more expertise 
and much more knowledge of the history and extent of drug trafficking in an area where 
they have lived and worked all of their lives. 

ONDCP has had many opportunities to properly distribute HIDTA funds based on the 
drug threat to our nation but instead has chosen to award favorites or yield to political 
pressure in the disbursement of supplemental funding or increases in overall HIDTA 
funds. They have created HIDTA 's when they knew the area did not begin to meet the 
established and published criteria for a HIDTA. 

4. The Administration has proposed transferring the HIDTA program from the 
management of ONDCP to the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force 
(OCDETF) at the U.S. Department of Justice. 

a. Do you support this proposal? If not, why not? 

[Travis Kuykendall] No I do not. This in effect kills the program. The Department of 
Justice does not allow State or local officials to participate in any decision making 
process and exercises control over any and all funds and personnel. 

b. Do you believe that the state and local agencies you work with would prefer 
to work with the OCDETF program than with HIDTA as it currently exists? 

[Travis Kuykendall] Very few Agencies participate in OCDETF cases and they 
are very costly to local agencies in manpower. 

c. What are the primary differences, in your opinion, between the OCDETF 
program and the current HIDTA program? 
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[Travis Kuykendall] OCDEFT is after the fact prosecution preparation of cases 
specific.OCDEFT does not development cases. All OCDEFT cases must meet 
criteria that require prior development which is what HIDTA is designed to do. 

HIDTA is infrastructure, cooperative case and mission development with all 
participants as equal partners sharing intelligence, resources, assets, expertise, 
respect and trust. 


5. Current ONDCP operating guidelines for the HIDTA program require that each 
HIDTA divide full voting authority on its executive board between federal agency 
representatives on one hand, and state and local agency representatives on the other. The 
Administration has apparently not yet decided whether OCDETF would maintain this 
practice if given control of the HIDTA program. 

a. Does your HIDTA partnership currently comply with this directive with 
respect to its partnership executive board? If not, why not? Yes. 

b. How important is this 50/50 balance on the executive board to the overall 
success of your HIDTA partnership? If that balance was eliminated and 
federal agencies were given majority control of each HIDTA, would that have 
a negative impact on the HIDTAs? If so, how? 

Equal authority of board members establishes the development of respect, 
cooperation, trust and equal responsibility and commitment of all member 
agencies. It also removes the appearance of big brother Fed dictating to the 
local law enforcement. 

Federal Agencies receive their direction and priorities from Washington from 
individuals who may not be knowledge of a HIDTA areas threat or needs. 
Federal Agencies set conditions that are national in scope and often times do 
not address local drug threats. 

Federal Agencies rotate their field executives on a regular basis and seldom 
do they have the chance to develop local area knowledge or expertise that 
Sheriff’s. Chief and other live long residents have that hold law enforcement 
positions. 

6. Do you believe that the uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA program created by the 
Administration’s proposals has itself had a negative impact on your HIDTA partnership’s 
programs? For example, could that uncertainty make it more difficult to hire or retain 
new personnel for your partnership’s administrative offices, or make it more difficult to 
obtain personnel, resource, or other commitments from state, local, or federal agencies 
participating in your partnership? 
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The overall effect has been demoralizing to all involved. We in the drug law enforcement 
business understand the huge differences between the HIDTA program and the OCDETF 
concept. They are miles apart. The HIDTA program is exceptionally successful and has 
always been a Congressional sponsored and supported program with little or no support 
from the last four administrations. The administration does not like the fact that HIDTA 
decisions are made in the field by knowledgeable individuals rather than by bureaucrats 
in Washington D.C. 

7. Your HIDTA partnership is one of five that make up the overall Southwest Border 
HIDTA? We have several questions regarding the special status of the Southwest Border 
HIDTA and its five partnerships. 

a. In your opinion, what is the proper role of the overall Southwest Border 
HIDTA? What kind of operational, budgetary, or other authority should the 
executive board, director, and other staff of the overall Southwest Border 
HIDTA has over the five partnerships? Conversely, what kind of authority, 
whether shared or otherwise, should the partnerships have? 

Each of the Regional partnerships is self sufficient with their own Executive 
Committees. Directors and staffs. Intelligence Centers, Initiatives and Budgets, 
ONDCP allocates funding directly to the Regions. The SWB does not have 
oversight over the funds and should not have. If there were no SWB Board. 
Director or staff there would be no noticeable effect on the Regions or the 
continued success of the HIDTA program on the south west border with Mexico. 

The SWB Executive Board voted on 4 separate occasions to abolish the office of 
executive director and staff, and rotate the overall South West Border 
administrative functions among the 5 regional directors where the current 
chairperson presides. ONDCP objected to this and insisted that the South West 
Border maintain the Exec Dir. position and staff at a cost of over $600,000 per 
year. 

The second best solution is to operate under the current SOP that was recently 
approved by the SWB EX Board, and a copy is attached to this letter. This SOP 
explains the position and role of all parties. 


b. Do you have concerns about ceding at least some authority back to the central 
Southwest Border HIDTA? How could congress address those concerns 
without splitting the HIDTA up into 5 separate HIDTAs? 


Yes, we have many concerns. 

The SWB Executive Director and staff are a duplication of the five Regional Staffs 
administratively and add no benefit or increased value to the operation. All of the 
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Regional Directors and staffs are very experienced, well trained and fully operational in 
a stand alone posture. 


Congress could resolve this issue by implementing the wishes of the SWB Board and 
rotating the administrative function among the regions and saving over $600,000.00 for 
operational initiatives and still remain one HIDTA 

Why does Congress insist that there be only one HIDTA on the Southwest Border? 
Within the 2000 plus miles of the southwest border there are four States, five Judicial 
Districts ,five U.S. Attorneys, seven Border Patrol Sectors, four DBA Divisions, five FBI 
Divisions, five BICE Divisions, over 150 different County Sheriff's Department and 
Police Departments but there can only be one HIDTA???????? 

The second best solution is to continue to operate under the current Standard 
Operational Procedures that the Executive Board approved in February 2005. 
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Midwest High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area 

10220 Northwest Ambassador Drive, Suite 720 
Kansas City, Missouri 64153 
Phone (816) 746-4911 Fax (816) 746-9712 


April 5, 2005 


Chairman Mark Souder 
Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, 

Drug Policy and Human Resources 
B-373 Rayburn Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Chairman Souder: 

Thank you for your interest in the High intensity Drug Trafficking Area Program, and in this 
nations fight against drug abuse and drug criminals. In response to your questions: 

1) “Although each High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) received a certain 
amount of money from the federal government to help fund its activities, state and 
local agencies participating in the HIDTA have also agreed to dedicate their own 
resources to HIDTA task forces and initiatives - in the form of personnel, 
equipment, office space, etc. Some of those contributions are reimbursed by the 
federal funds, but not all.” 

a) “What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed state and local 
contributions to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA?” 

Midwest HIDTA consists of 74 designated counties in the states of Missouri, Kansas, 
Nebraska, Iowa, South Dakota, and North Dakota, including urban core cities, statistical 
metropolitan areas, suburban and rural areas with a total population in these designated 
counties of 8. 1 million people, making the Midwest HIDTA one of the larger HIDTA’s in 
size as well as population. The Midwest HIDTA involves 42 different initiatives in this 
six state region. The program includes one Regional Intelligence Support Center, three 
Intelligence Groups, a Demand Reduction initiative, a Regional Technology 
Enhancement initiative, Forensic and Prosecution Support, and thirty three 33 multi- 
agency collocated drug enforcement task forces. The Midwest HIDTA program involves 
830 federal, state and local full time personnel from 160 state/local agencies and federal 
regional offices. Midwest HIDTA funds 100% of 151 full time positions with agencies, 
making additional significant contributions to these HIDTA initiatives. 
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The dollar amount of unreimbursed funds will be approximate because of the differences 
in salaries, fringe benefits, price per square foot for facilities, etc. The HIDTA Program 
in the Midwest leverages other federal assistance programs extensively such as Byrne 
(JAG) and COPS, The current FY2005 Midwest HIDTA base budget is $12,5 Million. 
The total dollar value of unreimbursed state and local contributions to the Midwest 
HIDTA initiatives as collected 4/1/2005 is approximately $ 22,537,445 annually. 
Documentation as to this approximate figure is attached. We have been very 
conservative in our estimate of our agency contributions. Salary costs alone of agents 
and officers participating in Midwest HIDTA initiatives not reimbursed by HIDTA funds 
would be $33-95 million (830-151=679x50K). 

c) “Do you believe that, if your HIDTA’s federal program fund were reduced or 
eliminated, that the state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA would 
continue to make all of those unreimbursed contributions, or would they be 
likely to put those resources elsewhere?” 

There is little doubt should Midwest HIDTA funds be significantly reduced or eliminated 
that state and local agencies would not continue these unreimbursed contributions to 
collocated task forces at the same level, and would develop contingency plans to 
withdraw resources to deal with local priority impact problems. This is their 
responsibility. As detailed on the attached tables, at least J4 of our most significant task 
forces would be severely impacted or eliminated and 24 task forces believe that their 
operational productivity would be reduced anywhere from 25 to 50%. 

Sheriff Mike Millstead, Minnehaha County South Dakota, stated: Combining the 
proposed cuts in Byrne Funding and with the HIDTA funding reduction would be a 
devastating “two fisted” blow to our drug enforcement efforts statewide. The only 
people who would win would be our drug dealers. 

Sheriff Lauren Wild, Walsh County North Dakota, stated: The added elimination of 
Byrne funds would definitely cause my task force to cease functioning. My county 
does not have the resources to keep added staff, added equipment costs and sustain 
the needed support items that are part of a task force operation. Drug enforcement is 
a full time operation and can’t be effective if my road deputies on patrol are also 
expected to do an extensive drug investigation along with all their current duties. It 
would have a disastrous effect on my county and its citizens. 

Special Agent in Charge Kelly Ralston, Task Force Commander of the KBl 
Enforcement Initiative, advised that elimination of HIDTA funding for his task force 
would potentially result in the furlough/dismissal of three KBI Special Agents, one 
Crime Analyst, one accounting technician and an Assistant Attorney General, since 
the KBI state budget currently has no provision or funds for absorbing these 
positions. This would effectively eliminate the KBI El. 

Capt. Mike Scott, Muscatine, Iowa Police Department, said the TF would be 
eliminated. They would lose one position. He advised, “HIDTA has been a great 
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thing for Muscatine. It has been very positive and we have taken hundreds of pounds 
of meth off the street because of it.” 

Captain Donna Saunders, Kansas City Missouri Police Department, Task Force 
Commander of the Kansas City Metropolitan Drug Enforcement Task Force, advised 
that the discontinuance of HIDTA Funding for the Task Force would result in its 
elimination. Captain Saunders advised that the Task Force received $8,237 in 
OCDETF case support in FY-2004. Captain Saunders also stated the it would be 
impossible to manage the Initiative in terms of fiscal planning if the budget were 
subject to fluctuation every year. Most of the Initiative’s investigations are long term 
in nature and need dedicated resources over an extended period of time. 

Chief Thomas H. Warren, Sr., Omaha, Nebraska Police Department, stated: "Current 
federal dollars including those from Byrne, LLEBG, and HIDTA all provide critical 
resources for our agency in our fight against illegal guns, gangs, and drugs as well as 
all types of property crimes and violent crimes which are a direct result of the illegal 
drug trade and addiction. It is my hope congress will continue to fund these important 
initiatives.” 

Capt. Pete Groetken, Sioux City, Iowa Police Department, said Sioux City is 
committed to the TF. "In my 32 years in law enforcement, there has never been a 
time when the cooperative effort between federal, state, county, and local law 
enforcement agencies has been stronger than it is right now in the area of drug 
enforcement. This is a direct result of the HIDTA Program. Under strong leadership, 
HIDTA has created multi-jurisdictional and collocated dmg task forces that work 
together everyday to target illegal drug trafficking in the Unites States. The success of 
the HIDTA Program is directly related to the team effort that exists today. If federal 
funding for the HIDTA Program is eliminated, drug enforcement efforts will take a 
huge step backwards!!" 

Captain Tom Jackson, Task Force Commander of St. Louis County Multi- 
jurisdictional Drug Task Force, advised that the elimination of HIDTA Funding to the 
Task Force, and the HIDTA Program overall, would severely hamper its operating 
ability, not only in terms of financial support of day to day Task Force activities and 
needs, but participation in its services such as the ISC, de-confliction, data storage, 
and the overall spirit of cooperation it brings to the anti drug law enforcement 
community. He also stated that concerning the St. Louis Interdiction Task Force, the 
loss of HIDTA funding for some of the vehicles and fuel, coupled with the overall 
affect of the loss of the whole HIDTA program would cause the termination of this 
Initiative and the possible recall of the local officers (definitely those (6) from St. 
Louis County). 

Kevin Thom, Director South Dakota Division of Criminal Investigation, stated: If 
HIDTA and Byrne are eliminated it would in essence gut drug enforcement in South 
Dakota. We would each have to go back to our legislative bodies to seek state or 
local funding. This would be an uphill battle as dollars are tight most places. 
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Paul T. Stave, Chief of Police, Grafton, North Dakota, stated: The added elimination 
of Byrne funds would most likely cause our task force to close. We are made up of 
several small agencies and the smaller ones would have a very hard time funding the 
necessary agents and equipment. The loss of our task force would put a huge burden 
on our Department and community. 

Director Ken Carter, Iowa Division ofNarcotics Enforcement, advised: Iowa has 
1472 clan lab incidents in CY-2004. Loss of HIDTA funding would greatly reduce or 
eliminate any DNE response to clandestine methamphetamine lab sites. Clan lab 
certification and re-certification training, which DNE provides to city & county law 
enforcement throughout the year would be eliminated. Loss of HIDTA funding would 
greatly increase the risk of children being exposed to clandestine methamphetamine 
labs. The Iowa Division ofNarcotics Enforcement has played a leadership role in 
supporting Drug Endangered Children efforts. Approximately 1 000 Iowa children 
have been rescued by law enforcement from meth labs sites over the past three years. 
Loss of HIDTA funding would have deep adverse consequences to the youngest and 
most vulnerable lowans. HIDTA funding provides the glue that keeps federal, state, 
county, and city drug enforcement officers working in concert. 

Lt. Dave Tiefenbrunn, Task Force Commander of St. Charles County Drug Task 
Force, stated: The combined loss of HIDTA Funding and Byrne funds (JAG) would 
affect operating ability by a reduction of 75%. Uncertainty about funding was 
beginning to affect the usual strong long-term decisions by the Task Force Board of 
Directors and that they were exploring diminished alternatives. 

Chief Jim Livingston, Scotts Bluff Nebraska Police Department, stated: “Loss of 
HIDTA funds will create the possibility of a lay off to balance out the funds. I do not 
see the value or benefit of having another federal agency get involved with HIDTA 
funds in order to have some discretion. HIDTA has been doing fine on its own. It 
took me one full year and intervention by Senator Hagel to get a $5700 
reimbursement in OCDETF overtime money from Washington. HIDTA already 
knows the playing fields and they monitor the various programs closely. They know 
what we are up against.” 

Kevin Glaser, Task Force Commander of Southeast Missouri Drug Task Force, 
stated: He estimated that the loss of HIDTA funding alone would reduce the 
operating ability of the Task Force by 50%. The loss of Byrne (JAG) Funding would 
be disastrous to the task force and probably cause its termination 

Deputy Chief Jim Peschong, Lincoln, Nebraska Police Department, stated: “If the 
HIDTA and Byme Grant money was no longer available to help fund our narcotics 
investigative efforts, we would not be able to sustain our current level of resources to 
this effort. If HIDTA budgets fluctuated significantly our local Mayor and City 
Council would probably chose not to participate because of the unknowns. My fear is 
that if everything gets shifted over to OCDETF, local issues will take a back seat. 
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This does not happen under the current HIDTA initiatives. HIDTA provides funding 
and we must produce results. 

Special Agent in Charge Rod Page, KBl, who has administrative and supervisory 
responsibility for the Southeast Kansas Drug Enforcement Task Force advised that 
the SEKDETF is totally funded by a combination of HIDTA and Byrne Grant 
monies. The elimination of these programs will destroy the task force. 

Deputy Chief Steve Tellatin, Fremont, Nebraska Police Department, stated: “Federal 
money is critical to the survival and operation of the III CORPS Drug Task Force. 
Keeping fulltime officers assigned, equipped and operationally funded is seriously 
jeopardized if not eliminated without federal funding.” 

Jeff White, Chief Agent North Dakota Bureau of Criminal Investigation and 
Commander of Bismarck Task Force, stated: The added elimination of HIDTA and 
Byrne funds would reduce the task force by an additional 30 per cent leaving us 
where we were ten (10) years ago. Fractured/not sharing Intel or resources through 
lack of personnel, unable to focus on criminal groups, being ineffective to our 
constituents, not having a combined effort/strategy will occur as when the task forces 
become diminished other local needs will not allow those agencies to provide the 
same response as currently being given. 

Chief Kyle L. Hetrick, Grand Island, Nebraska Police Department, stated: Losing 
HIDTA dollars would significantly impact drug enforcement efforts at the Tri-City 
Federal Drug Task Force. Local dollars are stretched to the limit as is. 

Dallas Carlson, Chief Agent North Dakota Bureau of Criminal Investigation and 
Commander of Grand Forks Task Force, stated: The added elimination of Byrne 
funds would definitely cause my task force an additional loss of 30-40 per cent 
causing the task force to go out of business completely. Local entities do not have the 
funds they need to pick up what would be lost by a pull back of Byrne or HIDTA 
funds. We would be back to one or two members at each department working drug 
cases when time pemtits. 

Lt. Greg Vandekamp, Commander of Sioux Falls Drug Task Force, stated: Our task 
force uses benefits from Byrne funds and includes members funded by the Byrne 
grant. You combine losing HIDTA and Byrne funding at the same time, you are 
pulling the rug right out from under the feet of our task force. 

2) “State and local agencies that currently participate in the HIDTA program have 
to decide for themselves how many officers and how much equipment, office 
space or other resources to dedicate to HIDTA task forces or initiatives. They 
have to go through the same long-term budget planning that the federal 
government does to reach these decisions. If each individual HIDTA’s federal 
budget were to fluctuate significantly each year, do you believe that that would 
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make it more difflcult for state and local agencies to commit their resources to 
HIDTA over the long term?” 

Due to the previous stability in our program and the local management of the Midwest 
HIDTA, state and local law enforcement administrators have gained some confidence 
that funded initiatives would truly be judged on productivity, performance, and impact on 
the regional enforcement strategy, Impacting drug availability in identified markets takes 
longer than one year to accomplish and even longer to measure impact usually by 
trending data. Long term planning and multi-year commitment is required when devising 
a market impact enforcement strategy. The planning process can be hampered or not 
accomplished at all if dramatic funding and resource fluctuations occur. If federal 
assistance and commitment levels are not stabilized we then are asking local commitment 
to increase each year until the task is accomplished. Local elements then rightly become 
the determinate of strategy, and how assets are used. This may not mesh with National 
identified priorities. Additionally it is generally through HIDTA state and local 
fiduciaries that people are hired, buildings are leased, cars are rented, and equipment is 
purchased or leased. These commitments require good faith commitment to local and 
state government that federal funds for reimbursement will be available. 

Resource commitments to this program also occur on the local timetable, not the federal 
timetable. An example of this issue is the lag time for obligation of federal funds at the 
local level. ONDCP currently has not awarded any of the FY 2005 HIDTA funds 
budgeted by Congress to HIDTA initiatives as of 4/1/2005. Due to the late appropriation 
and the administrative processes in place, state and local agencies are operating on the 
assumption and commitment of the government that they will be reimbursed by 
appropriated funds when received. We expect the funds to be out by 4/30/2005. We are 
currently in the planning process for FY2006 and do not expect any of these funds if 
received to be available until 4/1/2006. This program does not operate on the federal 
fiscal year, it never has. In this program without long terra planning we can accomplish 
very little. 

3) “The Administration has argued that the HIDTA Program now gives too little 
discretion to the federal government to redirect HIDTA resources to respond to 
the changing drug threat. They have stated that locking in each HIDTA’s 
budget every year means that the program cannot adapt when the drug 
traffickers adapt. Should the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) 
have at least some discretion to reallocate the HIDTA budget? 

Attempts by ONDCP to formulate and administer discretional programs in the last three 
fiscal years appears to have have been less than adequate. Practitioners have not been 
included in discretionary program design, identification of best practices or in program 
implementation. Innovative and productive projects are one of the HIDTA Programs 
strong attributes. In the past two years when discretionary funds have been available 
there has been little or no interaction with Executive Boards as to how these additional 
funds should be allocated or on what projects they should be spent. 
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Having regional and local management with budget authority allows for the shifting of 
funds between initiatives and agencies based on the ability of task forces to respond to 
changing trafficking patterns and threats, or to an identified change in initiative resource 
needs. Washington D.C. is too remote and isolated tactically to be efficient in identifying 
and responding to change in any timely fashion. Putting all supplemental funding into 
National Priority projects also stifles growth of highly productive projects or growth of 
existing initiatives. Level funding of HIDTA’s operating budget in favor of projects each 
year does not allow HIDTA’s to grow based on local decisions or to meet increased local 
operating costs. 

Bottom up input to regional management through a selected Executive Board provides 
for effective planning and strategy development. The Midwest HIDTA Executive Board, 
through formed advisory committees and in conjunction with participating agencies has 
identified threat, determined mission, and developed enforcement strategies and 
initiatives to implement the mission of the HIDTA Program. The Executive Board and 
the Midwest HIDTA Director, in cooperation with other subcommittees, coordinate 
initiatives to ensure a unified effort in achieving the mission. 

The Board; selected by their peers according to guidance from ONDCP, is currently 
chaired by the Director, North Dakota Bureau of Criminal Investigation, with the Special 
Agent in Charge of the Drug Enforcement Administration serving as the vice-chair. The 
Executive Board provides oversight, policy guidance, review and approval of all 
initiatives and budgets submitted to ONDCP. Each state within the Midwest HIDTA has 
also formed a state program advisory committee comprised of law enforcement leaders, 
which provides input to the Executive Board and Directors staff on formation of the 
market strategy, making recommendations on initiatives and associated budgets to 
implement that strategy. The Midwest HIDTA has developed a cohesive and 
comprehensive regional program, which focuses on reducing and disrupting the 
importation, distribution, and manufacturing of illegal narcotics. Additionally, the 
Midwest HIDTA strives to enhance the public awareness of the social, economic and 
environmental dangers of drug abuse, improve the systematic sharing of intelligence and 
increase officer safety as it relates to the investigation of clandestine laboratories. 

With direction from ONDCP, the HIDTA Program has been instructed to strengthen the 
focus of investigative efforts on high value targets. The emphasis on high value targeting 
concentrates participating agencies efforts on investigations having the most impact on 
the drug trafficking market. The Midwest HIDTA provides resources to initiatives that 
identify organizations, and dismantle DTOs on the Consolidated Priority Organization 
Target (CPOT) list, the Regional Priority Organization (RPOT) list, and the OCDETF 
defined regional target list. The identification of major organizations, and out of state 
sources of supply remains a goal of the Midwest HIDTA enforcement strategy. This 
provides more direct contribution to the market disruption goal of the National HIDTA 
Program strategy, and the National Drug Control Strategy. 

Due to the size, geographic separation and the rural nature of some designated counties 
within the Midwest HIDTA, it is difficult to establish stand-alone collocated HIDTA task 
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forces in all counties. Where possible and in the more urban areas, collocated HIDTA 
multi-jurisdictional groups have been formed. In rural counties where federal resources 
and manpower are always scarce, and the threat requires, HIDTA funding has been 
utilized to enhance existing multi-agency task force operations. Often these existing 
Task Forces receive funds through DOJ Byrne (JAG) funds or the COPs Program in 
addition to regular budgeted local funds. These task forces target the most significant 
individuals in their area involved in the distribution of illegal narcotics or the clandestine 
manufacturing of methamphetamine. 

The HIDTA Program provides infrastructure support and resources to establish or increase the 
capabilities of federal, state, and local intelligence driven enforcement task forces, which 
operationally impact regional and national drug markets. The national drug epidemic is in 
reality a network of related and unrelated regional and local drug abuse problems and the 
markets that supply them. Illicit drugs flow to dmg markets and population centers much like 
any otlier business model. As one part of a larger market disruption strategy, HIDTA targets 
the most significant trafficking and distribution markets in the United States. A targeted 
strategy, implemented locally, produces greater immediate impact; while at the same time 
provides avenues for further investigation into national and international trafficking groups. 

4) “The Administration has proposed transferring the HIDTA program from the 
management of ONDCP to the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force 
(OCDETF) at the U.S. Department of Justice.” 

a) “Do you support this proposal? If not, why not?” 

There are too many unknowns associated with this proposal to offer an appropriate and 
educated response. We have not seen any planning documentation or been part of a 
discussion with ONDCP or the Department of Justice as to what this move would mean 
to the HIDTA program, it’s core structure, or funding here in the Midwest. We also can 
only base opinions or more appropriately apprehensions, based on what is in place 
currently, not on what a transfer could mean to program coordination in the future. 

The HIDTA Program provides for an equal partnership between federal, state and local 
law enforcement leaders tailored for a regional strategy and goals yet tied to the national 
mission. OCDETF is a federal partnership and focuses on federal resources and case 
support. OCDETF and HIDTA are mutually beneficial but different programs with 
different structures and missions. HIDTA provides infrastructure, intelligence sharing, 
and strategy coordination; OCDETF provides target coordination and prosecution support 
to operations. HIDTA and OCDETF should be complimentary not competitive 
programs. 

b) “Do you believe that the state and local agencies you work with would prefer to 
work with the OCDETF program than with HIDTA as it currently exists?” 


This question as asked further illustrates the confusion on this issue. Agencies can, do, 
and should participate in both programs if they are located in a HIDTA designated area. 
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Program coordination should be encouraged. The HIDTA Program has locality issues in 
that HIDTA designated counties makeup only 12% of all US counties, while OCDETF 
has no such geographically restrictions. (See below for clarification) The programs are 
complementary in that HIDTA initiatives produce OCDETF designated cases. In these 
instances OCDETF provides targeting and operational coordination, HIDTA provides 
law enforcement infrastructure support, and agencies provide operational leadership, 
expertise, manpower, and productivity. 

c) “What are the primary differences, in your opinion, between the OCDETF 
program and the current HIDTA program?” 

HIDTA’s have Executive Boards who locally manage the program with an equal number 
of federal and state/local representatives. No ONDCP representative as the sponsoring 
agency, sits on any of the boards to exert undo policy or resource pressure. 

HIDTA funds follow Treasury financial award rules rather than DOJ Grant rules while 
both have many similarities. The Department of Justice through Office of Justice 
Programs has the expertise, and staff to facilitate the movement of state and local grant 
awards, and in all likelihood could be efficient at grant management. It is also our 
understanding that BJA administered the HIDTA awards for a number of years in the 
1990’s under a memorandum of understanding with ONDCP. 

HIDTA awards currently receive more scrutiny than DOJ awards as to appropriateness of 
expenditure due to the local management of all awards by HIDTA staff, and the mandate 
that program funds advance the collective effort making certain that joint initiatives do 
not merely support otherwise existing operations or supplant agency budgets. 

From a National perspective, the HIDTA program provides ONDCP’s Bureau of State 
and Local Affairs with a unique link to state and local criminal justice agencies, an often- 
overlooked commodity and partner in our fight against illicit drugs and drug-related 
crime. Many interagency meetings intended to enhance cooperation and coordination are 
attended by ONDCP solely because it manages the HIDTA Program. ONDCP would 
lose their platform and their direct access to domestic supply reduction information if 
HIDTA is moved. 

The HIDTA Program has flourished largely because of support by law enforcement 
agencies. This support comes chiefly because the program is managed by a neutral 
agency with no competing interests for program resources. ONDCP provides the 
unbiased neutrality, real and perceived, necessary for law enforcement agencies to 
willingly participate in the program. 

Using the HIDTA Program as the primary vehicle to implement national projects 
significantly enhances the Bureau of State and Local Affairs policymaking and leadership 
roles. Some projects such as connectivity between HIDTAs, the National Clandestine 
Laboratory Seizure System, the National Methamphetamine Initiative, the National 
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Virtual Pointer System, and other programs that directly impact national drug policy, 
would have been difficult to implement without the brokering done by a neutral entity. 

Federal, state and local agencies working in joint task forces, (HIDTA and others), or 
working joint cases, can have cases designated by the regional OCDETF committees, as 
OCDETF cases. There are no funds available to build cases to OCDETF level. No 
OCDETF funding is provided for sustained analytical or intelligence support, equipment 
or case development (prior to OCDETF designation). OCDETF has no operational task 
forces, pointer indices or intelligence gathering systems. 

Participation in OCDETF cases by state and local agencies should continue and will be 
encouraged and supported by HIDTA, but this participation does not provide agencies the 
direct and sustained budgets that active participation in HIDTA provides. Up until now, 
the Programs are distinctly different, with different capabilities, but complementary 
missions. OCDETF and HIDTA are complementary not competing programs. 

5) “Current ONDCP operation guidelines for the HIDTA program require that each 
HIDTA divide full voting authority on its executive board between federal agency 
representatives on one hand, and state and local agency representatives on the 
other. The Administration has apparently not yet decided whether OCDETF would 
maintain this practice if given control of the HIDTA program.” 

a) “Does your HIDTA currently comply with this directive? If not, why not?” 

Midwest HIDTA does comply with this directive and each member of the executive 
board has full voting authority. Because of the commitment to the concept of equal 
representation, and due to the size of the Midwest HIDTA the Board is 24 members, 12 
from the federal side, and 12 from the state and local side. 


Federal Representatives 

State and Local Representatives 

United States Attorney District of Kansas 

Kansas Bureau of Investigation 

United States Attorney W District of MO 

Kansas City KS Police Department 

United States Attorney E District of MO 

Missouri State Highway Patrol 

United States Attorney S District of Iowa 

Lees Summit Police Department 

United States Attorney N District of Iowa 

Iowa Division of Narcotics Enforcement 

United Stales Attorney District of Nebraska 

Sioux City Police Department 

United States Attorney District of S Dakota 

Omaha Police Department 

United States Attorney District of N Dakota 

Nebraska State Patrol 

DBA 

Minnehaha County Sheriff 

FBI 

South Dakota DCI 

ATFE 

North Dakota BCI 

United States Marshal W District of MO 

Walsh County Sheriff 


b) “How important is this 50/50 balance on the executive board to the overall 
success of your HIDTA? If that balance were eliminated and federal agencies 
were given majority control of each HIDTA, would that have a negative impact 
on the HIDTAs? If so, how?” 


to 
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HIDTA has been and continues to be one of the most successful partnerships between 
federal, state and local government as well as a successful national drug enforcement 
program. The program is strategically placed in 28 regions throughout the nation to 
coordinate the activities of drug law enforcement. HIDTA has funding and enforcement 
task force infrastructure in the top 40 Statistical Metropolitan Areas or drag consumption 
markets in the United States. The overall goal of this partnership is to reduce drug 
availability regionally and thus nationally as well as improve drug law enforcement 
effectiveness. Secondly, HIDTA is an equal partnership between federal, state and local 
law enforcement leaders tailored for a regional approach yet tied to the national mission. 
Balanced executive boards of federal, state and local law enforcement leaders give each 
ownership of the program. 

c) “Do you believe that the uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA program created 
by the Administration’s proposals has itself had a negative impact on your 
HIDTA’s programs? For example, could that uncertainty make it more difflcult 
to hire or retain new personnel for your HIDTA’s administrative officers, or 
make it more difficult to obtain personnel, resource, or other commitments from 
state, local or federal agencies participating in your HIDTA?” 

Of course discussions about future funding have required agencies to re-evaluate their 
commitment to programs that require long-term resource commitment. We have tabled 
plans for growth and movement of enforcement efforts based on threat, until these budget 
issues become clearer. At this point it is understandable for employees committed to this 
mission to be uneasy about employment and unwilling to further commit to long-term 
plans. Agencies are also reevaluating pre-planned growth in systems due to funding 
uncertainty, and are developing contingency plans to withdraw from existing initiatives if 
resources are removed. 

Yes, this debate over HIDTA funding, move of HIDTA from ONDCP, and the bigger 
funding issues of Byme (JAG) elimination, COPS and LLEBG elimination, and National 
Guard CD Support reduction, is definitely affecting the plans of many agencies 
committed to this effort. To state otherwise would be untrue. 

What is also of concern is the realization that we may not have a quick resolution to any 
of these issues. We have delayed important projects or have lost momentum for change 
until these issues are resolved. Drug law enforcement cuts combined with the current 
fiscal environment within states in our region will leave state and local governments with 
difficult choices. 

Sincerely, 


David Barton 
Director 
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ATTACHMENTS 


IOWA 

Midwest HIDTA Initiatives 


No Impact 

Reduce Operational 
Productivity by 
25% 

Reduce Operational 
Productivity by 
50% 

Reduce Operational 
Productivity by 
75% 

Eliminate 



1. DM/DEA 
$369,315 







2. Muscatine TF- 
$165,000 


3. Tri-State/DEA 
$527,414 





4. CR/DEA 
$727,406 








5. SAUSA Program 


6. lALab $85,000 





1. Des Moines/DEA Task Force 

Lt. Tom Tremble, Des Moines Police Department, didn’t know if they could continue 
in the TF, they would have to re-evaluate. They are presently in two TFs. 

Chief Deputy Neil Shlutz, Polk County Sheriffs Office, said they would have to 
reassess TF commitment. They are presently in two TFs. 

2. Muscatine Task Force 

Capt. Mike Scott, Muscatine Police Department, said the TF would be eliminated. 
They would lose one position. He advised, “HIDTA has been a great thing for 
Muscatine. It has been very positive and we have taken hundreds of pounds of meth 
off the street because of it.” 

Capt. C.J. Ryan, Muscatine Sheriffs Office, said the TF would be eliminated. They 
would lose two positions, 

3. Tri-State Sioux City PEA Task Force 

Capt. Pete Groetken, Sioux City Police Department, said Sioux City is committed to 
the TF. "In my 32 years in law enforcement, there has never been a time when the 
cooperative effort between federal, state, county, and local law enforcement agencies 
has been stronger than it is right now in the area of drug enforcement. This is a direct 
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result of the HIDTA Program. Under strong leadership, HIDTA has created multi- 
jurisdictional and collocated drug task forces that work together everyday to target 
illegal drug trafficking in the Unites States. The success of the HIDTA Program is 
directly related to the team effort that exists today. If federal funding for the HIDTA 
Program is eliminated, drug enforcement efforts will take a huge step backwards!!" 

Iowa Division of Narcotics Enforcement 

Director Ken Carter, Iowa Division of Narcotics Enforcement, advised he would have 
to find funding for his agents. Those agents he pays for would be reassigned to their 
local area. The loss of HIDTA funding would reduce the Division of Narcotics 
strength by 1 7%, which would not only impact the state's drug enforcement efforts, 
but would critically impact the support the federal task forces receive from DNE. The 
DNE initiates the majority of the undercover investigations and supplies most of the 
undercover funds utilized by these task forces. 

Iowa has two federal judicial districts and most of DNE cases are prosecuted 
federally. Any loss of DNE agents would have an immediate impact on the number of 
cases prosecuted federally. According to recent data, 76.5% of federal drug sentences 
were meth related as opposed to 15.5 nationally. 

Iowa has 1472 clan lab incidents in CY-2004. Loss of HIDTA funding would greatly 
reduce or eliminate any DNE response to clandestine methamphetamine lab sites. 

Clan lab certification and re-certification training, which DNE provides to city & 
county law enforcement throughout the year would be eliminated. 

Loss of HIDTA funding would greatly increase the risk of children being exposed to 
clandestine methamphetamine labs. The Iowa Division of Narcotics Enforcement has 
played a leadership role in supporting Drug Endangered Children efforts. 
Approximately 1000 Iowa children have been rescued by law enforcement from meth 
labs sites over the past three years. Loss of HIDTA funding would have deep adverse 
consequences to the youngest and most vulnerable lowans. 

HIDTA funding provides the glue that keeps federal, state, county, and city drug 
enforcement officers working in concert. Elimination of HIDTA funding would 
undercut these cooperative efforts, permitting organized drug trafficking 
organizations to continue to operate unhampered. 

Loss of HIDTA funding coupled with the decrease or loss of Byrne Grant funding 
would set drug enforcement back 20 years in Iowa. 
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KANSAS 

Midwest HIDTA Initiatives 


No Impact 

Reduce Operational 
Productivity by 
25% 

Reduce Operational 
Productivity by 
50% 

Reduce Operational 
Productivity by 75% 

Eliminate 





1. Kansas Bureau of 
Investigation 
Enforcement Initiative 
$149,788 





2. Southeast Kansas 
Drug Enforcement 

Task Force $496,067 




3. Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, 

Criminal Intelligence 
Unit $325,000 



4. DEA Garden City 
Task Force $125,000 




5. DEA Interdiction 
Task Force $480,000 







6. DEA Overland 

Park Combined Task 
Force $540,000 





7. DEA Wichita 

Task Force $540,000 







8. SAUSA Program 


9. KBI Forensic Lab 





1. Kansas Bureau of Investigalion Enforcement Initiative 

Special Agent in Charge Kelly Ralston, Task Force Commander of the KBI 
Enforcement Initiative, advised that elimination of HIDTA funding for his task force 
would potentially result in the furlough/dismissal of three KBI Special Agents, one 
Crime Analyst, one accounting technician and an Assistant Attorney General, since 
the KBI state budget currently has no provision or funds for absorbing these 
positions. This would effectively eliminate the KBI El. The KBI, as an agency, 
supported this Initiative in the amount of $149,788 in fiscal year 2004, to pay for pro- 
rated salary and fringe and ancillary costs for an additional 17 part time meth trained 
Special Agents assigned throughout the State of Kansas, under the supervision of 
SAC Ralston, to investigative methamphetamine related criminal cases. The 
dissolution of this Initiative and the resulting discontinued focus on 
methamphetamine manufacturing and use, would have devastating consequences for 
the numerous communities depending on the KBI throughout a vast rural 
geographical area covering 75% of the State of Kansas, which is under the 
jurisdiction of this specific task force. This task force receives no Byrne Grant 
funding. 
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2. Southeast Kansas Drug Enforcement Task Force 

Special Agent in Charge Rod Page, KBI, who has administrative and supervisory 
responsibility for the Southeast Kansas Drug Enforcement Task Force, advised that 
the SEKDETF is totally funded by a combination of HIDTA and Byme Grant 
monies. The elimination of these programs will destroy the task force. Byme Grant 
funding amounts to $41 1, 840. 19 LE Agencies contribute an additional $137,280 
non-reimbursable dollars to be a part of this extended coalition/task force. 
Additionally, the Kansas Bureau of Investigation deliberately collocated a regional 
forensic crime lab within the T/F space, comprised of 2 field agents, 2 chemists, 1 
fingerprint expert, and 1 evidence clerk at a non-reimbursed cost of $327,899. The 
KBI also pays 75% of the lease, non-reimbursed, on the building housing both the 
T/F and the Forensic lab. The total of KBI non-reimbursed monies to support this T/F 
is $496,067. 

The Kansas Bureau of Investigation also has assigned three Special Agents, one each 
respectively, to the DEA Overland Park Combined T/F, the FBI Criminal Intelligence 
Unit, And the DEA Wichita T/F. Even though these three federal task forces are 
HIDTA funded, the salary and fringe benefits of the three KBI agents are non- 
reimbursed expenses borne by the KBI to support these Task forces and their HIDTA 
missions. The KBI has advised that these agents would remain on the Task Forces 
even if HIDTA funding were discontinued for overtime, vehicle and cell phone 
expenses for these three KBI agents. The total of KBI non-reimbursed monies for the 
three KBI agents is $195,132. 

3. Federal Bureau of Investigation. Criminal Intelligence Unit 

The FBI Criminal Intelligence Unit has seven local and state task force officers 
assigned to this Intelligence Initiatve. Two of those officers are fully funded by 
HIDTA, and the remaining five are funded for overtime, vehicles, and cell phones 
and pagers by HIDTA. The estimated state and local non-reimbursed salary and 
fringe expenses for these five officers is $325,000 dollars. This T/F would reduce its 
operational efficiency by 75% if HIDTA funding were to be discontinued due to lack 
of vehicles and overtime and the potential loss of at least the two fully funded HIDTA 
task force officers, and probably a portion of the remaining five task force officers. 
The Midwest HIDTA program also has been instrumental in the creation of and 
expansion of the “Intel Plus” intelligence system, which currently integrates with 
other HIDTA intelligence protocols. It is anticipated that the FBI would quickly act to 
salvage this valuable intelligence asset and resource by requesting FBI HQ to fund 
the implementation of a contingency plan to keep this system operational, but not tied 
to a collocated intelligence infrastructure, such as the HIDTA Investigative Support 
Center (ISC). The internalization of the “Intel Plus” intelligence protocol within the 
FBI would deal a serious blow to long standing efforts to collocate broad based 
Federal, State, and Local LE agency participation in an intelligence sharing 
infrastructure. There are no Byme Grant monies involved in funding this task force. 
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This intelligence initiative received $30,000 in OCDETF support in each of the fiscal 
years 2002 and 2003, but did not receive any OCDETF support in FY 2004 

4- PEA Garden City Task Force 

The DEA Garden City T/F has four state and local Task Force Officers assigned, one 
of which (Finney County SO) is HIDTA funded. Finney County has advised that they 
would discontinue providing a TFO if HIDTA funding is terminated. The estimated 
non-reimbursable expenses of the three other state and local participating agencies are 
$125,000. 

5. DEA Interdiction Task Force 

The DEA Interdiction Task Force in Kansas City, Missouri is a HIDTA funded T/F 
with nine state and local investigators assigned, one of which (Missouri State 
Highway Patrol) is fully funded. The estimated non-reimbursable expenses of the 
other eight local and state participating agencies is $480,000. 

6. DEA Overland Park Combined Task Force 

The DEA Overland Park Combined Task Force has 13 state and local task force 
officers assigned, 7 of which are fully HIDTA funded. Approximately 25% of the 
salary and fringe benefits of these 7 funded officers is absorbed by the participating 
agencies due to a level funding mandate by ONDCP based on FY 2001 funding. This 
amounts to approximately $150,000 in non-reimbursable expenses. In addition, the 
non-reimbursable expenses of the remaining 6 participating agencies is approximately 
$390,000. The seven participating agencies with HIDTA funded officers have stated 
that they would withdraw their officers from the T/F if HIDTA funding were 
discontinued. Total of non-reimbursable expense is $540,000. 

7. Wichita DEA Task Force 


The Wichita DEA Task Force has 9 state and local task force officers assigned, three 
of whom are HIDTA funded in the areas of overtime, vehicle expenses, and cell 
phone/pager expenses. The non-reimbursable participating agency expenses for these 
three TFO ’s is estimated at $180,000. The non-reimbursable expenses for the 
remaining six TFO’s are estimated at $360,000. The three participating agencies have 
stated that they would withdraw their officers from the T/F if HIDTA funding is 
discontinued. 
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MISSOURI 

Midwest HIDTA Initiatives 


No Impact 

Reduce Operational 
Productivity by 
25% 

Reduce Operational 
Productivity by 
50% 

Reduce Operational 
Productivity by 
75% 

Eliminate 





I. Kansas City Metro 
Drag Enforcement 

Task Force $1,132,137 


2. St. Charles 

County Drug TF 
$402,000 






3. Southeast 

Missouri DTF 
$627,916 



4. South Central 
Missouri DTF 
$473,000 









5. Interdiction & Info 
Exch. Int. $1,500,000 
DDCC.MSHP 



6. St. Louis CO.MJ 
DTF $2,500,000 







7. St. Louis 

Interdiction TF 
$420,000 





8. Springfield DEA TF 
$50,000 


9. St. Louis FBI 
Combined Enf. TF 
$180,000 






10. St. Louis DEA 
Intell Group $60,000 





11. Violent 

Traffickers TF 
$420,000 





12. Major 

Conspiracy &lnv 
Group $360,000 




13. Task Force 

Group 32 $540,000 







14. FIT $180,000 






15. MW HIDTA ISC 
$220,400 





16. SAUSA Program 


17. KCPD Crime 

Lab 








18. DEA Satellite Lab 


19. St. Louis County 
Police Department 
Laboratory 
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1. Kansas City Metro Drug Enforcement Task Force 

Captain Donna Saunders, KCMOPD, Task Force Commander, advised that the 
discontinuance of HIDTA Funding for the Task Force would result in its elimination. 
The KCMOPD has assigned 15 investigators and support staff to the Task Force. 
Seven are not funded by HIDTA and eight are partially HIDTA funded. The total 
non-reimbursed funding by the KCMOPD to the Task Force is $624,034. Four other 
Local Departments and the Jackson County Prosecutor’s Office assign 4 officers and 
a prosecutor to the Task Force, Part of their cost is not reimbursed in the approximate 
amount of $61,000, because their reimbursement is frozen at 2002 levels due to an 
ONDCP mandate. 

Additionally the Task Force (KCMDETF) is collocated with the KCMOPD’s Career 
Criminal Unit (CCU). CCU is comprised of seven KCMOPD Officers and seven 
Federal Agents. The CCU received one time HIDTA infrastructure funding to move 
and collocate with the MDETD so that the two could share resources and intelligence. 
Also the Missouri State Highway Patrol has a regional narcotics unit comprised of 
eight MSHP narcotics investigators collocated in the same space along with the other 
two task forces. The MDETF and the CCU are collocated in a stand-alone building 
that is totally funded by HIDTA in terms of leasing, utilities, telephones, investigative 
infrastructure and hardware. The loss of HIDTA funding would immediately suspend 
the investigative efforts of over thirty investigators and support staff, as well as 
severely disrupt the activities of the MSHP narcotics unit. The other four participating 
local agencies and Jackson County would also have to withdraw if HIDTA funding 
was to stop. 

The KCMOPD has seven investigators assigned to the CCU, all of which are non- 
HIDTA funded. The total non-reimbursed funding expended by the KCMOPD is 
$447,103. The seven federal investigators assigned to the CCU are all non-HIDTA 
funded. The total non-reimbursed federal funding expended to support the CCU, in 
the areas of salary, benefits and AUO is approximately $435,426, 

Captain Saunders advised that the Task Force received $8,237 in OCDETF case 
support in FY-2004. 

Captain Saunders also stated the it would be impossible to manage the Initiative in 
terms of fiscal planning if the budget were subject to fluctuation every year. Most of 
the Initiative’s investigations are long term in nature and need dedicated resources 
over an extended period of time. 

The total state and local non-reimbursed funding to this Initiative is $1, 132,137. The 
total federal non-reimbursed funding to support this Initiative is $435,426. 

2. St. Charles County Drug Task Force 
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Lt. Dave Tiefenbrunn, Task Force Commander advised that the total approximate 
unreimbursed contributions from local participants is about $402,000. He also 
advised that the total unreimbursed federal contributions to the task force for one 
DEA agent were about $105,000. He estimated the loss of HIDTA funding alone 
would reduce the operating ability by 25%. The combined loss of HIDTA Funding 
and Byrne funds (JAG) would affect operating ability by a reduction of 75%. The 
Task Force Commander was uncertain what the Task Force Board of Directors would 
do regarding continued operation of the TF at that level of effectiveness. Lt. 
Tiefenbrunn also stated that year to year fluctuations in funding would make it 
impractical for long range planning regarding trained staffing, assignments and 
conduct of long term investigations. He also stated that the uncertainty caused by the 
recent suggestion of cuts in HIDTA funding and other anti drug funding, was causing 
problems. He cited the recent example of the lease for the task force space and putting 
it off in terms of the amount time desired by the lessor, until he (TF Commander) had 
a better grasp of where things are going. He also said that uncertainty about funding 
was beginning to affect the usual strong long-term decisions by the Task Force Board 
of Directors and that they were exploring diminished alternatives. 

Lt. Tiefenbrunn did not know of any OCDETF Funding received by the Task Force 
since his appointment as Commander some months ago. 

3. South East Missouri Drug Task Force 

Task Force Commander Kevin Glaser advised that the total approximate 
unreimbursed contributions from State and Local participants are about $627,916. 
There are no direct contributions from any Federal LE Agency. He estimated that the 
loss of HIDTA funding alone would reduce the operating ability of the Task Force by 
50% (this includes the loss of prosecution ability through 2 HIDTA funded state and 
federal prosecutors in the immediate area which are utilized by the Task Force). The 
loss of Byrne (JAG) Funding would be disastrous to the task force and probably cause 
its termination. The loss of HIDTA Funding and Byrne Funding combined would 
definitely cause its termination and certain demise. Task Force Commander Glaser 
consolidated the questions concerning possibly dealing with year-to-year fluctuations 
in funding; and the uncertainty in making decisions brought about by the ongoing 
budget cut process. He felt the area affected most by both of these issues was Task 
Force personnel. Fluctuating annual budgets and ongoing uncertainty would 
definitely have an affect on hiring and maintaining the best qualified Task Force 
Officers and the assignment of Officers from participating agencies. 

Without HIDTA reimbursement the MSHP would have to withdraw its one 
reimbursed narcotics investigator (four others are not reimbursed) from the Task 
Force and assign him to road duty. 

Task Force Commander Glaser did not know of any OCDETF money received by the 
Task Force in several years. 
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4. South Central Missouri Drug Task Force 

Task Force Commander Jason Weisacosky advised that the total approximate 
unreimbursed contributions from State and Local participants are about $473,000. 

The estimated unreimbursed federal contribution from the US Forest Service, which 
assigns two officers and an analyst to the Task Force, at about $200,000. Task Force 
Commander Weisacosky advised that because the Task Force receives only a 
minimal amount of HIDTA funding for its participation in the program, the loss of 
HIDTA funding ($10,000 per year) would have a minimal impact on the Task Force 
in terms of operating ability (overtime and federal prosecution services). Though this 
could not be measured accurately in terms of saying “no impact”, it would not reach 
25%. He did stress that the loss of Byrne (JAG) funding would cause the termination 
of the Task Force. Task Force Commander Weisacosky also consolidated the 
questions concerning possibly dealing with year-to-year fluctuations in the budget 
and the uncertainty in making decisions brought about by the ongoing proposed 
budget cuts to anti-drug funding. Since the Task Force area of responsibility is largely 
made up of a huge undeveloped area of US National Forest Land, the ongoing need 
for special purpose vehicles is paramount. The planning for the vehicles and their 
replacement is an ongoing issue, which is disrupted by the current quandary and any 
chance of fluctuating budgets in an overall sense. The ability to plan for Overtime 
regarding special projects would also be taken away. 

The Task Force Commander provided no instances of the Task Force receiving any 
OCDETF funding. 

5. Interdiction and Information Exchange Initiative (DDCC. MSHP) 

This initiative has advised that the total approximate unreimbursed contribution from 
state participation in this HIDTA Initiative and the Program is about $1,500,000. The 
loss of HIDTA funding to this Initiative would cause its termination. The Initiative 
receives funding from two HIDTA Awards. One, Supplemental 2004 funding for 
Interdiction of $200,000 and another regular budget for Interdiction Support for 
$68,000. No federal LE contributions are received. Initiative participants advise that 
year- to- year to fluctuations to the budget would not work. In the State of Missouri, it 
is required that each state agency request through the legislative process “spending 
authority” to expend funds including federal money. This is done a year in advance. 
The long range planning in their own budget process necessitates the ability to plan 
for in-depth plotted out interdiction strategy in terms of participation in “surge 
operations”, training classes and scheduling travel and overtime for participating road 
officers. Fluctuations would not work for Information Exchange portion of the 
Initiative either. The planning for the continued technology necessary to participate in 
the NVPS and the information sharing necessary to facilitate it in terms of the 
Interdiction program, necessitates the same long term planning for technology 
infrastructure and support. The uncertainty caused by the ongoing quandary over the 
possible loss of HIDTA funding is a constant problem in terms of planning, 
commitment, and acquisitions. 
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No OCDETF funding is received by this Initiative 

6. St. Louis County Multi-iurisdictional Drug Task Force 

The Task Force Commander, Captain Tom Jackson, stated that the total approximate 
amount of state and local contributions is $2,500,000 (43 municipal, county and state 
personnel) to this 45 person Task Force. He estimates federal contributions for one 
full time assigned ATF Agent at $105,000. Captain Tom Jackson, advised that the 
elimination of HIDTA Funding to the Task Force, and the HIDTA Program overall, 
would severely hamper its operating ability, not only in terms of financial support of 
day to day Task Force activities and needs, but participation in its services such as the 
ISC, de-confliction, data storage, and the overall spirit of cooperation it brings to the 
anti drug law enforcement community. Captain Jackson advised that the loss of 
HIDTA funding and the Program would reduce the operational effectiveness of the 
Task Force by 50%. He feels that the Task Force’s effectiveness, since starting 
participation in the program in 2002, has been enhanced tremendously. This includes 
the results of having the prosecution services of two HIDTA funded federal 
prosecutors and Laboratory. Captain Jackson further advised that if Byrne (JAG) 
funding were lost also, this unique task force would cease to exist, as it does now, and 
simply become a 1970’s single agency type drug unit, concerned with localized drug 
issues. Captain Jackson noted the adverse affect a fluctuating budget and the current 
uncertainty are having in terms of planning for and entering into leases and contracts 
for their facility and vehicles. For a Task Force of this size, these are major ongoing 
outlays of funds. Meeting these large obligations requires certainty of resources far in 
advance. Captain Jackson also noted that the cumulative effect of loss of funding 
(both HIDTA and Byrne) would be a collapse in structure regarding paying for un- 
funded obligations and that the twenty county officers assigned by St. Louis County 
to the DBA and FBI Initiatives in St. Louis via the Task Force would eventually be 
called back. 

Captain Jackson stated that the Task Force receives about $10,500 annually in 
OCDETF funding. He also noted the difference between OCDETF and HIDTA in 
stating “HIDTA supports the Task Force, rather than a specific case.” 

The Missouri State Highway Patrol advised they would have to withdraw their 
narcotics investigator assigned to the Task Force if HIDTA funding were 
discontinued and assign them to road duties. 

7. St, Louis Interdiction Task Force 


Captain Tom Jackson estimates the total local contribution to this Initiative at 
$420,000 The loss of HIDTA funding for some of the vehicles and fuel, coupled with 
the overall affect of the loss of the whole HIDTA program would cause the 
termination of this Initiative and the possible recall of the local officers (definitely 
those (6) from ST, Louis County). The Initiative, which is collocated in the DEA 
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Office, has one DBA agent assigned at an estimated federal contribution of $105,000, 
Captain Jackson reiterated his concerns stated earlier about long-term commitment, 
planning and uncertainty. 

No known OCDETF funding is received by this Initiative. 

8. Springfield PEA Task Force 

The Springfield DEA Task Force is almost a completely HIDTA funded Initiative in 
Springfield, Missouri, The state and local unreimbursed contribution is about 
$50,000. HIDTA funding completely reimburses the Salaries, Fringe Benefits, 
Overtime, Vehicles, Fuel, Cell Phones, and Pagers for seven state, county and local 
officers assigned to the Task Force. DEA pays overtime for one other County Officer 
assigned to the Task Force. A separate HIDTA Budget through DEA also funds Task 
Force Office Operating expenses and some PEPI funding. Representatives of the five 
participating agencies (MSHP, Springfield PD, Greene County Sheriffs Department, 
Christian County Sheriffs Department, and COMET TF) that provide the seven 
officers were contacted. All advised that under the current situation, they would have 
to withdraw their personnel and participation if HIDTA funding to the Initiative were 
discontinued. This would simply leave the DEA personnel assigned to Springfield, 
one Newton County Deputy and a Missouri National Guard Analyst. In essence this 
would no longer be a Regional Task Force but simply a slightly supplemented DEA 
Field Office. 

It is not know if OCDETF funding is received by this Initiative. 

9. St. Louis FBI Combined Enforcement Task Force 

This FBI Initiative receives some HIDTA funding that is utilized for the purchase of 
Evidence and Information, Nextel communication service for the whole group and 
Equipment. The local unreimbursed contribution to this Initiative about $180,000 The 
FBI might eventually replace the impact, of the loss of HIDTA funding, but there 
would be some temporary reduction in operating ability. The State Coordinator 
estimates this temporary operating ability loss at 25%. 

It is not known if OCDETF funding is received by this Initiative. 

ST. LOUIS DEA INITIATIVES - Information estimated 

10. St. Louis DEA Intelligence Group 

This Initiative receives an estimated $60,000 in unreimbursed state and local 
contributions. Additionally, three of its participants (a Detective and 2 analysts) from 
the St. Louis County Police Department are funded in a large part by a HIDTA 
Award to the Initiative for Personnel and Fringe. Captain Tom Jackson advised the 
loss of HIDTA funding would cause the Department to recall them and quit their 
participation. Additionally, the Initiative receives even more funding from HIDTA 
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through the DEA Office ($ 1 29,000) toward the operation of the group. The loss of 
HIDTA funding (St. Louis County Personnel + the sizable amount of funding) leads 
the state coordinator to place the operating ability loss to the group at 50%. 

11. Violent Traffickers Task Force 

This Initiative receives approximately $420,000 in unreimbursed local contributions. 
The loss of HIDTA funding for vehicles and fuel for participating local officers might 
cause their departments to consider their recall. Captain Jackson advised that the St. 
Louis County Police Department would recall their officers if such a loss occurred. 
The Initiative does also receive HIDTA funding for operations ($70,000), The 
estimated loss of operating ability to the Initiative of three detectives + operating 
funding would cause a reduction of 50%. 

12. Major Conspiracy and Investigation Group 

This Initiative receives about $420,000 in unreimbursed local contributions. The 
Initiative receives over $93,000 in HIDTA funds for vehicles, fuel and group 
operations. The loss of the HIDTA funding would in all likelihood cause the recall of 
many of the local officers, definitely those from St. Louis County Police Department, 
The estimated loss in current enhanced operating ability would be reduced by 50%. 

13. Task Force Group 32 

This Initiative receives about $560,000 in unreimbursed local contributions. The 
group receives $36,000 in operating funds from HIDTA. The estimated loss in current 
enhanced operating ability would be reduced by 25%. 

14. Financial Investigation Team (FITI 

This Initiative receives about $180,000 in unreimbursed local contributions. The 
Initiative currently operates on a 2004 Supplemental HIDTA Award of $150,000 in 
CPOT Funding. The loss of HIDTA funding would cause the recall of at least the St. 
Louis County Police Department Officers (one full time and two part time). Since 
they are such and integral part of the Initiative and the HIDTA CPOT funding is 
crucial to the Initiative, the estimated loss of operating ability is placed at 75%, 

15. Midwest HIDTA Investigative Support Center IISCI 

The Midwest HIDTA Investigative Support Center (ISC) would be lost if HIDTA 
funds were eliminated. The Drug Enforcement Agency has a full time supervisory 
special agent and an intelligence analyst as the lead agency for the ISC. In addition 
the FBI Criminal Intelligence Unit a separate HIDTA Initiative and the ATF Kansas 
City Field Division Intelligence Unit are both collocated and co-mingled within the 
ISC space. Each of these groups would be forced to return to their respective agencies 
if the ISC disbanded. 
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NEBRASKA 

Midwest HIDTA Initiatives 


No Impact 

Reduce Operational 
Productivitv by 
25% ' 

Reduce Operational 
Productivity by 
50% 

Reduce Operational 
Productivity by 

75% 

Eliminate 





1. WING Task Force 
$132,324 




2. Lincoln/ 

Lancaster Task Force 
$424,386 





3. Tri-City Task 

Force $280,332 



4. Omaha Metro 

Task Force 

56,349,000 







5. mCorpTask 

Force $193,394 



6. NE Analyst 
$8,984 








7. Special Asst. US 
Attorneys $6,195 


8. NE Forensic Lab 
$21,615 





1. WING Task Force 


Jim Livingston of Scottsbluff, NE and Chief of WING Task Force, stated: “Loss of 
HIDTA funds will create the possibility of a lay off to balance out the funds. I do not 
see the value or benefit of having another federal agency get involved with HIDTA 
funds in order to have some discretion. HIDTA has been doing fine on its own. It 
took me one full year and intervention by Senator Hagel to get a $5700 
reimbursement in OCDETF overtime money from Washington. HIDTA already 
knows the playing fields and they monitor the various programs closely. They know 
what we are up against.” 

2. Lincoln/Lancaster Task Force 


Deputy Chief Jim Peschong, Lincoln Police Department, stated: “If the HIDTA and 
Byrne Grant money was no longer available to help fund our narcotics investigative 
efforts, we would not be able to sustain our current level of resources to this effort. If 
HIDTA budgets fluctuated significantly our local Mayor and City Council would 
probably chose not to participate because of the unknowns. My fear is that if 
everything gets shifted over to OCDETF, local issues will take a back seat. This does 
not happen under the current HIDTA initiatives. HIDTA provides funding and we 
must produce results. The uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA program makes 
vacancies difficult to fill because of the uncertainty as to whether or not the position 
will be available for very long. Local governments are nervous about signing 
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contracts for vehicles and facilities because they may find themselves locked into a 
contract that they now have to come up with the money. Uncertainty is bad for 
everyone; moral, efficiencies with money and long term commitment.” 

3. Tri-City Task Force 

Chief Kyle L. Hetrick, Grand Island Police Department, stated: The Grand Island 
Police Department contributes $205,200 to The Tri-City Task Force. The personnel 
expense will go up when we fill our drug slot vacancy this September. That will add 
another $40,000+ to the total. A quarter million dollars a year is a pretty significant 
contribution for an agency this size. Losing HIDTA dollars would significantly 
impact drug enforcement efforts at the Tri-City Federal Drug Task Force. Local 
dollars are stretched to the limit as is. 

4. Omaha Metro Task Force 

Chief Thomas H, Warren Sr., Omaha Police Department, stated: "Current federal 
dollars including those from Byrne, LLEBG, and HIDTA all provide critical 
resources for our agency in our fight against illegal guns, gangs, and drugs as well as 
all types of property crimes and violent crimes which are a direct result of the illegal 
drug trade and addiction. It is my hope congress will continue to fund these important 
initiatives.” 

5. Ill Com Task Force 

Deputy Chief Steve Tellatin, Fremont Police Department, stated: “Federal money is 
critical to the survival and operation of the III CORPS Drug Task Force. Keeping 
fulltime officers assigned, equipped and operationally funded is seriously jeopardized 
if not eliminated without federal funding.” 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Midwest HIDTA Initiatives 


No Impact 

Reduce Operational 
Productivity by 
25% 

Reduce Operational 
Productivity by 50% 

1 

Reduce Operational 
Productivity by 
75% 

Eliminate 



I. HIDTA Task 

Force- Bismarck 
$359,096 





2. Grand Forks 

County Task Force 
$386,386 




3- DEA Task Force 
-Fargo S47.290 








4, SAUSA 

Program 


5. Forensic Lab 
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'■ HIDTA Task Force - Bismarck 


Jeff White, Chief Agent North Dakota Bureau of Criminal Investigation, stated: The 
added elimination of Byrne funds would reduce the task force by an additional 30 per 
cent leaving us where we were ten (10) years ago. Fractured/not sharing Intel or 
resources through lack of personnel, unable to focus on criminal groups, being 
ineffective to our constituents, not having a combined effort/strategy will occur as 
when the task forces become diminished other local needs will not allow those 
agencies to provide the same response as currently being given. 

2. Grand Forks County Task Force 

Dallas Carlson, Chief Agent North Dakota Bureau of Criminal Investigation, stated: 
The added elimination of Byrne binds would definitely cause my task force an 
additional loss of 30-40 per cent causing the task force to go out of business 
completely. Local entities do not have the funds they need to pick up what would be 
lost by a pull back of Byrne or HIDTA funds. We would be back to one or two 
members at each department working drug cases when time permits. 

Sheriff Lauren Wild, Walsh County North Dakota, stated: The added elimination of 
Byrne funds would definitely cause my task force to cease functioning. My county 
does not have the resources to keep added staff, added equipment costs and sustain 
the needed support items that are part of a task force operation. Drug enforcement is 
a full time operation and can’t be effective if my road deputies on patrol are also 
expected to do an extensive drug investigation along with all their current duties. It 
would have a disastrous effect on my county and its 
citizens. 

Paul T. Stave, Chief of Police, Grafton, North Dakota, stated: The added elimination 
of Byrne funds would most likely cause our task force to close. We are made up of 
several small agencies and the smaller ones would have a very hard time funding the 
necessary agents and equipment. The loss of our task force would put a huge burden 
on our Department and community. 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Midwest HIDTA Initiatives 


No Impact 

Reduce Operational 
Productivity by 

25% 

Reduce Operational 
Productivity by 
50% 

Reduce Operational 
Productivity by 
75% 

Eliminate 



1. Sioux Falls Drug 
Task Force 
$484,652 





2. Pennington 

County Drug Task 
Force $248,348 




3. Forensic Lab 
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1. Sioux Falls Drug Task Force 

Lt. Greg Vandekamp, Commander, Sioux Falls Drug Task Force, stated: Our task 
force uses benefits from Byrne funds and includes members funded by the Byrne 
grant. You combine losing HIDTA and Byme funding at the same time, you are 
pulling the rug right out from under the feet of our task force. 

Sheriff Mike Millstead, Sheriff of Minnehaha County South Dakota, stated: 
Combining the proposed cuts in Byme Funding and with the HIDTA funding 
reduction would be a devastating “two fisted” blow to our dmg enforcement efforts 
statewide. The only people who would win would be our drug dealers. 

South Dakota Division of Criminal Investigation 

Kevin Thom, Director South Dakota Division of Criminal Investigation, stated: If 
HIDTA and Byme are eliminated it would in essence gut drug enforcement in South 
Dakota. 

We would each have to go back to our legislative bodies to seek state or local 
funding. 

This would be an uphill battle as dollars are tight most places. 

Prolog on Methodology; 

Data provided by State and Local task force commanders, lead agencies, and agency heads. 
Dollar amounts of unreimbursed matching resources are based on average costs and a 
conservative look at staffing assumptions provided by agency leads. Due to the size of the 
Midwest HIDTA and the wide difference in expense costs from Bismarck ND to St. Louis 
MO, these costs have been estimated on the low side. Example: staff used the salary cost of 
$50K as the total salary, and fringe costs of a S/L officer. A federal agent assigned to the 
initiative was figured at the same cost, when in reality this cost should be at least doubled. 

Impact of loss of funding on initiatives was determined from statements of State and Local 
leadership, based on the worst-case scenario. Operational impact on the task force may not 
equate directly to the dollar amount lost. Example, the loss of 2 officers directly reimbursed 
by HIDTA results in the removal of these officers from the task force, which when 
implemented results in another officer being removed due to agency staffing needs. Loss of 
two salaries results in the removal of three from the TF. All would be based on S/L agency 
decisions. 
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Michigan High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area 
613 Abbott Street, 2"‘‘ Floor 
Detroit, Ml 48226 

April 5, 2005 

Honorable Mark E. Souder 
Chairman 

Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, 

Drug Policy and Human Resources. 

Unites States House of Representatives 
Committee on Government Reform 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 

Re; Reply to questions for the written record from Mr. Abraham L. Azzam, Executive 
Director, Michigan HIDTA. 

Dear Chairman Souder: 

I would like to thank you and your subcommittee for the opportunity to respond to your 
questions as part of the official written record of these proceedings. I am sure you are aware by 
now that the HIDTA Director’s are not in support of Director Walter’s assessment of our 
program, or the proposed cutbacks and movement of the program. The Michigan HIDTA 
responses are as follows: 

1. Although each High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) receives a certain amount 
of money from the federal government to help fund its activities, state and local agencies 
participating in the HIDTA have also agreed to dedicate their own resources to HIDTA 
task forces and initiatives - in the form of personnel, equipment, office space, etc. Some 
of those contributions are reimbursed by the federal funds, but not all. 

a. What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed state and local 
contributions to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA? 

The approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed state and local contributions to 
the Michigan HIDTA is $47,234,377 (see attachment A). 

b. What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed contributions of federal 
law enforcement agencies to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA ? The approximate 
dollar value of all unreimbursed federal contributions to the Michigan HIDTA is 
$14,030,472 (see attachment A). 
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c. Do you believe that, if your HIDTA 's federal program funds were reduced or 
eliminated, that the state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA would 
continue to make all of those unreimbursed contributions, or would they be likely 
to put those resources elsewhere? 

The Michigan HIDTA provides funding to 23 Task Forces. Of these 23 Task 
Forces, 7 were established by the Michigan HIDTA Executive Board to address 
specific threats identified that were not being addressed by previously established 
Task Forces. It is unlikely those seven Task Forces would continue without 
HIDTA funding. 

Many of the Michigan HIDTA Task Forces would likely remain in effect without 
HIDTA funds; however, they would suffer significant reductions in efficiency and 
effectiveness. I also believe that numerous smaller police departments would pull 
their respective officers out of the Task Forces and return them to patrol duties if 
HIDTA funds were not available to supplement significant expenditures such as 
overtime, vehicles, equipments and services (i.e. Nextel, pen registers, etc.). 

Another significant asset that would be lost without HIDTA funding is the 
Investigative Support and Deconlliction Center. The loss of the Deconfliction 
Center would severely impact officer safety throughout the entire State of 
Michigan. 

2. State and local agencies that currently participate in the HIDTA program have to decide 
for themselves how many officers and how much equipment, office space or other 
resources to dedicate to HIDTA task forces or initiatives. They have to go through the 
same long-term budget planning that the federal government does to reach these 
decisions. If each individual HIDTA "s federal budget were to fluctuate significantly each 
year, do you believe that that would make it more difficult for stat and local agencies to 
commit their resources to HIDTA over the long term? 

One of the many strengths of the HIDTA program has been to give our State and Local 
Partners an equal voice in the formation and operation of Initiatives and Task Forces. The 
flexibility of the HIDTA process allows for personnel anomalies. HIDTA Initiatives are 
based upon the specific threat to the area in question. This threat or problem 
identification is arrived at collectively by the participating agencies. Federal, State and 
Local, who are canvassed through the HIDTA Process and Investigative Support Center 
(ISC) analysts. 

Construction of the actual Initiative or Task Force is based upon the multi-agency, multi- 
jurisdictional, non-duplicative and collocated components who commit personnel to 
accomplish the goals and focus of the venture. A consistent budget allows efficient 
planning and allocation of existing resources. Locally we are able to adjust, improve or 
eliminate our Initiatives, as needed, because of the somewhat stable baseline budgets now 
in existence. 
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The current process gives ONDCP extraordinary review powers over each year’s budget 
and strategy requests that are submitted. We are forced to justify all of our budget 
requests for the next year, each year. The baseline amounts for each existing HIDTA are 
determined by ONDCP and the Congress, not by us. 

It would drive away our law enforcement partnerships if we were forced to have an 
arbitrarily fluctuated budget each year. The Michigan HIDTA would be hard pressed to 
be taken seriously if we did not have a somewhat stable budget for our partners to work 
with each year. 

3, The Administration has argued that the HIDTA program now gives too little discretion to 
the federal government to redirect HIDTA resources to respond to the changing drug 
threat. They have stated that locking in each HIDTA 's budget every year means that the 
program cannot adapt when the drug traffickers adapt. Should the Office of National 
Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) have at least some discretion to reallocate the HIDTA 
budget? If so, what do you believe is the right amount of discretion, and how could that 
discretion best be used without unduly disrupting each HIDTA ’s operations? 

This position by the Administration indicates that somehow the current process to obtain 
HIDTA funding is unknown or being ignored for the sake of this unfounded accusation. 

I will speak on the process we use at the Michigan HIDTA. This process is used by each 
HIDTA in some similar fashion. Currently, the Michigan HIDTA has a flat line budget of 
$3,250,000 per year. 

In January we convene the Initiative and Finance Sub-Committee. Each existing Initiative 
or Task Force is represented and reviewed by the assembly. Internal reviews, the Annual 
Report, each Initiative’s Quarterly Report, and the Annual Threat Assessment are 
factored into the process. There are numerous animated meetings of this Sub-Committee. 
The process results in a balanced budget and Initiatives which addresses our regional 
issues which arc generally the current drug trends, interdiction, violence, money 
laundering and since 9/1 1 national security and terrorism. 

The Sub-Committee Chairperson regularly briefs the Michigan HIDTA Executive Board 
of their progress, and answers any inquires. The Michigan HIDTA Executive Board has 
adopted a Strategy which targets the three levels of the Drug Traffic and the attendant 
associated crime. These levels are Street, Mid-level and the National and International 
Traffickers and Money Launders, including CPOT and RPOT Targets. 

An objective review of the Michigan HIDTA Initiatives will support my statements. The 
HIDTA Process and Philosophy is infinitely more flexible and adaptable to meet specific 
Regional Drug Traffickers variants in an expeditious and decisive way. Currently the 
ONDCP/HIDTA budget has the air of a healthy partnership between the wishes of 
Congress and a discretionary supplemental feature for the Director of ONDCP. 
Considering that HIDTA is not a Federal Agency, this appears to us to be an equitable 
arrangement. Any increase of supplemental funds to the Director without destabilizing 
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the tried and true HIDTA methods developed over 15 years of hands on experience may 
be acceptable. 

We have found that the Director and his staff took a very long time to disburse the 
discretionary funds for the targeting of emerging threats. An example is the 2004 CPOT 
and RPOT funds. However, they were very efficient and timely in disbursing the 
discretionary funds for Domestic Highway Interdiction. 


4. The Administration has proposed transferring the HIDTA program from the management 
of ONDCP to the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF) at the U.S. 
Department of Justice. 

a. Do you support this proposal? 

I do NOT support the placing of HIDTA under the OCDEFT/DOJ Management! 

If not, Why not? 

The HIDTA Program is similar to a Galaxy, with numerous aspects; e.g.. Training, 
Methamphetamine Labs, Gangs, Violence, Money Laundering, Drug related 
Homicides, Highway and Port Interdiction, Marihuana and Dangerous Drugs 
investigations. Forensic Services, Multi-Agency Investigative Support Centers 
(Intelligence Centers), Interconnectivity, Multi- Data bases, Deconfliction and many, 
many other law enforcement enhancements. HIDTA is governed by a Democratic 
process of voluntary participants who are equal partners and not subjects. Their 
motivations are mutually beneficial to the whole of law enforcement and they have 
embraced the neutral non agency aspects of HIDTA. They all own it. No single 
agency has dominance. Their best features are allowed fulfillment, each participant 
has brought the best of their experience, specialties and talents to strengthen each 
other and benefit their constituencies. 

OCDEFT is a very good program to focus on individual investigations. But it is too 
narrowly focused and bureaucratic to properly manage the multi faceted and popular 
structure of the HIDTA program. I fear that the rigidity of OCDEFT will stifle and 
disillusion the many voluntary law enforcement participants who are accustomed to 
participating in the governance of the HIDTA Program. 

b. Do you believe that the state and local agencies you work with would prefer to 
work with the OCDETF program than work with HIDTA as it currently exists? 

State and Local Law Enforcement know very little about the OCDEFT Program. 
Few of them participate in OCDEFT task forces. The structure of the OCDEFT 
program is radically different and strange to S&L. Based on comments by Police 
Officials, I believe S &L participation will wither and gradually disappear. 
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c. What are the primary differences, in your opinion, between the OCDETF 
program and the current HIDTA program? 

I have the benefit of being in the Government in Washington in the 1980’s when 
both OCDEFT and HIDTA were conceived and brought into existence. OCDEFT 
came into being because geographically expansive multi-state and multi-national 
investigations were very difficult to coordinate and prosecute as they became 
more numerous. The Department of Justice established OCDEFT to resolve the 
problem. OCDEFT was narrowly focused on investigations. 

HIDTA came into being because in the 1980’s it became apparent to the 
Administration and Congress that the numerous Federal Anti-Drug Identities were 
diverse and separate in mission and specialties. Cooperation and Synchronization 
of effort was parochial and haphazard at best. Each of the concerned agencies 
vied for dominance with an apparent breakdown of coordination. It was apparent 
a neutral establishment was necessary to bring the Federal Agencies together 
without destroying their identity and strong points. Equally important was to 
engage the vast numbers of State and Local Law Enforcement in cooperative 
ventures with their Federal partners. This resulted in the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 
1988 and the creation of The Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP). 

HIDTA was created to deal with Coordination and Synchronization of Federal, 
State and Local law enforcement. Further, the Policies and Procedures of HIDTA 
are designed to foster local regional governance (Executive Boards). 

Identification of local regional threats (HIDTA Threat Assessment). Collective 
strategy designed locally to meet the threat (Initiatives, Budget and Strategy 
Plan). Finally, HIDTAs are very transparent and accountable (Performance 
Measurement Program and Developmental Standards). 

The Michigan HIDTA has 16 Governors (8 Federal and 8 State and Local), 5 Ex- 
Officio Advisors, all known as the Executive Board. We also have ONDCP and 
the National HIDTA Staff for guidance and policy. In addition we have 
Congressional budget oversight. This combination has resulted in an extremely 
successful and popular law enforcement program that continues to show it 
effectiveness. 

OCDETF is a great program supervised exclusively by the Department of Justice. 

There is a comprehensive 12 page discussion paper regarding the differences 
between HIDTA and OCDETF which was prepared by the HIDTA Directors 
which will probably be submitted to this sub committee by several other 
Directors. I am confident you will receive it and I do endorse its comparative 
content between HIDTA and OCDETF. 
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5. Current ONDCP operating guidelines for the HIDTA program require that each HIDTA 
divide full voting authority on its Executive Board between federal agency 
representatives on one hand, and state and local agencies on the other. The 
Administration has apparently not yet decided whether OCDETF would maintain this 
practice if given control of the HIDTA program. 

a. Does your HIDTA currently comply with this directive? If not, why not? 

Yes. The Michigan HIDTA has an Executive Board composed of 8 federal and 8 
state/local representatives. 

h. How important is this 50/50 balance on the E.xecutive Board to the overall 
success of your HIDTA ? If that balance were eliminated and federal agencies 
were given majority control of each HIDTA, would that have a negative impact on 
theHIDTAs? If so. how? 

The 50/50 balance is instrumental in the HIDTA program’s success. It is due to 
this equal voice of all representatives that there is a sense of local ownership in 
the program. This monumental fact is completely overlooked by those who would 
move the HIDTA program to DOJ. If there is not a balanced, equal voice for the 
state and local participants, it is just another federal program. If there is no 
state/local ownership, there will be little state/local participation. The US 
Attorney’s Office made an attempt several years back to have a permanent US 
Attorney Chairperson in each HIDTA to ensure the HIDTA program better 
interacted with ODCETF and other federal initiatives. The HIDTA Executive 
Board’s resoundingly rejected the idea. 

6. Do you believe that the uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA program created by the 
Administration 's proposals has itself had a negative impact on your HIDTA 's programs? For 
example, could that uncertainty make it more difficult to hire or retain new personnel for your 
HIDTA 's administrative offices, or make it more difficult to obtain personnel, resources, or other 
commitments from state, local or federal agencies participating in the HIDTA? 

The Administrations Proposal for the 2006 Budget has had a profound impact on 
every aspect of the Michigan HIDTA. My staff of five was immediately cast into 
an uncertain status. They are all young and raising families. They are dependant 
upon their employment with The Michigan HIDTA. I vouch that my staff is 
dedicated and committed to the principles of the HIDTA Program and the Law 
Enforcement community it serves. I have counseled my staff several times since 
February 7, 2005 when the proposal was made public. They are trying to maintain 
their high level of interest and morale. It is very obvious to me that they are 
concerned and very worried. 1 would not blame them if they did seek other 
employment. 

Our law enforcement partners have been triple hammered. They are losing Byrne 
Grants (JAG), C.O.P.k Grants and now HIDTA appears to them to be doomed. 
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This has caused State and Local Police Executives and Officials to lose faith and 
trust in the Federal establishment, especially the Administration. Sheriffs, Chiefs 
of Police, and their Associations in Michigan and throughout the United States are 
alarmed and angered by what they perceive as a betrayal of their good faith 
participation in national programs. 

Our local partners are receiving mixed messages from Washington and the 
Federal establishment. On one hand they hear that they are needed for Homeland 
Defense, Intelligence Sharing and that they are the first line of defense for our 
Nation. They know and understand very well the seamless interaction of Terrorist 
and Drug Traffickers, known as Narco-Terrorism. It is difficult for them to accept 
a de-emphasis of Domestic Drug Enforcement, while International Drug 
Traffickers receive all the Administration’s attention. 

They are becoming more and more disillusioned. Quick resolution of this issue 
may help. This ill advised proposal is having serious consequences. Credibility is 
at stake here. 

Thank you for this opportunity to be heard on this important subject. 

Sincerely, 


Abraham L. Azzam 
Executive Director 
Michigan HIDTA 
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Attachment A 

State and Local Unreimbursed Contribution Estimates. 

Individual officers: 

Salaries (including fringe benefits): = 

Individual equipment (weapon, cuffs, etc.): $3,500 x 358 S/L officers = 

Radios (mobile and prep radios average $1,500 each): $3,000 x 358 S/L = 

Total contribution for personnel: 

Non-swom persomiel costs: 

Average cost $50,683 x 33 support personnel assigned = 

Vehicle costs: 

Average costs per vehicle $9,745 x 286 non-HIDTA vehicles = 

Facilities: 

Average lease costs $100,605 x 22 Task Forces = 

Non-HIDTA Overtime: 

Average amount per officer $6,548 x 348 officers = 

Travel/Training: 

Average per Task Force $16,152 x 19 Task Forces = 

Eguipment/Stipplies: 

Office: Average $6,458 per Task Force = 

Equipment (copiers, printers, computers, etc.) Avg. $57,286 per Task Force x 22 
Investigative costs: 

Average $74,474 per Task Force x 19 Task Forces = 

Services tlong distance, pagers, cell phones etc.): 

Average $27,43 1 per task Force x 22 Task Forces = 


$32,228,010 

$1,253,000 

$1.074.000 

$ 34 , 555,010 


$ 1 , 672,539 


$ 2 , 787,070 


$ 2 , 213,310 


$ 2 , 278,704 


$ 306,888 


$ 142,076 

$ 1 , 260,292 


$ 1 , 415,006 


$ 603,482 


Total State and Local Unreimbursed Contribution: 


$ 47 , 234,377 
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Attachment A 

Federal Unreimbursed Contribution Estimates. 

Individual officers: 


Salaries (including fringe benefits): = 

Individual equipment (weapon, cuffs, etc.): $3,500 x 104 agents = 

Radios (mobile and prep radios average $1,500 each): $3,000 x 358 agents = 

Total contribution for personnel: 


Vehicle costs: 


Average costs per vehicle $9,745 x 104 non-HIDTA vehicles = 

Total Federal Unreimbursed Contribution: 

Total Combined Unreimbursed Contributions: 


$11,660,000 

$364,000 

$312,000 

$12,336,000 


$1,013,480 

$13,349,480 

$ 60 , 583,857 
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Michigan High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area 
613 Abbott Street, 2"'* Floor 
Detroit, MI 48226 


We the Michigan HIDTA Executive Board, having been duly briefed on the proposed Presidential FY 2006 Budget, 
do hereby adopt the following motion: 

We DO NOT support the proposed reduction in HIDTA funding from $226 million to $100 million. 
We DO NOT support the proposed move of the HIDTA Program from the Office of National Drug 
Control Policy to the Department of Justice, Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force Program. 
We DO NOT support the proposed elimination of the Community Oriented Policing (COPS) Program. 
We DO NOT support the reduction of the Byrne Memorial Grant Program. 

We DO support the funding of the National HIDTA Program at a minimum of the FY 2005 level of 
$226 million and remaining within the Office of National Drug Control Policy. 

We DO support keeping the COPS and Byrne Memorial Grant program fully funded at least at the FY 
2005 Levels. 

Since the Michigan HIDTA began operations in 1997, we have noted an increase in the cooperation between federal, 
state and local law enforcement efforts. These efforts culminated in 2004 with the Michigan HIDTA receiving the 
National HIDTA of the Year Award from the Office of National Drug Control Policy. 

This motion was made and accepted at the Michigan HIDTA Executive Board meeting on April 13, 2005. 
Abstaining members were the FBI, DBA, ICE, US Attorney’s Office for both eastern and Western District’s, ATF, 
and the US Marshal's Service. 


William J. Dwyer 

Chair, Michigan HIDTA Executive Board 
Chief, Farmington Hills Police Department 


Abraham L. Azzam 
Director, Michigan HIDTA 


429 



California Border Alliance Group 

Southwest Border High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area 



David Bejarano 

Marshal 

United States Marshals Service 

Harold Carter 

Sheriff, Coroner, Marshal 
Imperial County 

Michael Coieman 

Sr. Special Agent in Charge 
California Department of Justice 
Bureau of Narcotic Bntbreemeni 

Bonnie M. Dumanis 

District Attorney 
San Diego County 

Daniel DzH ilewski 
Special Agent in Charge 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 

Richard Emerson 
Chief 

Chula Vista Police Department 

John S. Fernandes 
Special Agent in Charge 
Drug Enforcement Administration 

Darryl Criffen 
Chief Patrol Agent 
US Border Patrol, San Diego 

William B. Kotender 

Sheriff 

San Diego County 

Carol C. Lam 

United States Attorney 
Southern District of Cuiifomia 

William M. Lansdowne 

Chief 

,San Diego Police Department 

Raymond Loera 
Chief 

El Centro Police Department 

John Long 
Captain 

U. S. Coast Guard 

Gilbert G. Otero 

District Attorney 
Imperial County 


March 31, 2005 


The Honorable Mark Souder 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Criminal Justice 
Drug Policy and Human Resources 
B'373 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 


Via Fax; (202)225-1154 


RE; Subcommittee Hearing “FY2006 Drug Control Budget and the Byrne 
Grant, HIDTA and other law enforcement programs; Are we jeopardizing 
federal, state and local cooperation?” 


Response: Southwest Border-HIDTA, California Border Alliance Group 


Chairman Souder; 

I would first like to take this opportunity to thank you and your subcommittee 
for addressing the proposed FY-2006 budget for key programs designed to 
assist slate and local drug enforcement. As you are aware, the Administration’s 
Plan to cut the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) program funding 
from S227 million to $100 million and to transfer the program to the 
Department of Justice, Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force 
(OCDETF) is of concern to both federal and state and local law enforcement 
agencies. 

We welcome the opportunity to have our comments included in the written 
record so that your subcommittee and Congress may make informed decisions 
regarding the HIDTA program. 


Denise Rubin 

Special Agent in Charge 
Internal Revenue Service 
Criminal Invesligalion. San Diego 

Michael Unzueta 

Special Agent in Charge (Acting) 
Dept of Homeland Security 
U.S. Immigration & Customs 
Enforcement 


As one of the five regions within the Southwest Border HIDTA, the California 
Border Alliance Group (CBAG) has been in operation since 1 990, and is one of 
the five original High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas. The CBAG area of 

1010 Second Avenue, Suite 1900, San Diego CA 92101-4945 
PH: (619)557-5»80 FAX; (619)557-6450 
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responsibility, San Diego and Imperial Counties, extends from California’s international border 
with the Republic of Mexico, north 65 miles to Orange and Riverside Counties (Los Angeles 
Metropolitan Area) and east from the Pacific Ocean to the border with Arizona. The area 
includes seven U. S. Ports of Entry, (five of the busiest) as well as international airport and sea 
ports. Although the 140-mile border facing the CBAG is only 7% of the entire U. S. Mexico 
border, it is home to 60% of the entire bi-national southwest border population. Since FY-1999, 
CBAG has received level HIDTA funding in the amount of $9,907,701.00 that supports 18 
HIDTA task force initiatives staffed with 404 full time and 82 part time federal and 187 full time 
and 78 part time state and local law enforcement officers. Additionally two (2) national 
programs, the National Methamphetamine Chemical Initiative and the National Marijuana 
Initiative ($500,000.00 each) are administered through the CBAG offices. 

In response to your questions: 

1 . Although each High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) receives a certain amount of 
money from the federal government to help fund its activities, state and local agencies 
participating in the HIDTA have also agreed to dedicate their own resources to HIDTA task 
forces and initiatives - in the form of personnel, equipment, office space, etc. Some of those 
contributions are reimbursed by the federal funds, but not all, 

a. What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed state and local contributions to 
HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA? 

Unreimbursed state and local contributions: 


Personnel: 

187 F/T Salary/benefits @ $85,000 

-I- 78 P/T Salary/benefits @ $42,500 = $18,214,817 


Equipment and overhead (training, cars, etc) 226 @ $5,000 = $ 1,1 30,000 
Facilities: 

(Clan Lab, RxNET, NCRGTF) 1 8,000 sf @ $24 = S 450.000 


Total State and Local Costs 
Minus HIDTA reimbursement = 


$19.660.000 
$ 5,326,326 


Total State and Local Unreimbursed Contributions $14,333,674 


b. What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed contributions of federal law 
enforcement agencies to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA? 

Unreimbursed federal agency contributions: 

Personnel: 

404 F/T salary/benefits/LEA @ $1 10,000 

-t- 82 P/T salary/benefits/LEA @ $55,000 = $48,950,000 


2 
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Equipment and overhead (training, cars, etc) @ $5,000 = 

$ 2,225,000 

Facilities (NIN, Op Alliance, SDVCTF, MTF, FTF, RCFL) = 
(estimated 133,000 sf total) 

$ 3,200,000 

Total Federal Aeenev Unreimbursed Contributions 

$54,375,000 

Total Federal, State, Local Unreimbursed Contributions 

$68,708,674 

Total HIDTA Funds to CBAG Reeion agencies 

$10,907,701 

Ratio: 6.2 : 1 tfor everv HIDTA dollar, agencies urovide $6,201 


c. Do you believe that, if your HIDTA’s federal program funds were reduced or eliminated, 
that the state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA would continue to make all 
of those unreimbursed contributions, or would they be likely to put those resources 
elsewhere? 

Without consulting effected state and local law enforcement leaders, the Office of National 
Drug Control Policy has recommended reducing funding for the High Intensity Drug 
Trafficking Area Program by almost 60% in FY2006 and moving the program to the 
Department of Justice, OCDETF Program. If HIDTA funds were eliminated or significantly 
reduced, state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA program would be compelled to 
redirect their resources elsewhere. The reduction and or elimination of HIDTA funds is 
compounded by the proposed reduction in Byrne Grant, Justice Assistances Grants, (JAG), 
Cops and Special Criminal Alien Apprehension Program (SCAAP) funds. The combination 
of budget reductions would force already fiscally constrained state and local agencies to 
redirect their united resources to regional issues thus eliminating 15 years of carefully 
developed federal, state and local cooperative efforts. 

The HIDTA program has been and continues to be one of the most effective and successful 
partnerships among federal, state and local law enforcement agencies. For the past three 
years, the CBAG Executive Committee has worked to develop a single co-located Law 
Enforcement Coordination Center for San Diego and Imperial Counties. This center, located 
in San Diego, but with a satellite Law Enforcement Coordination Center in Imperial County, 
would locate the Intelligence resources of Federal (FBI, DEA, CBP-ICE, BCBP) and state 
and local agencies into one center that would not only address drug trafficking but would 
also include resources directed to homeland security (Joint Terrorism Task Force). The State 
of California, through their Office of Homeland Security has dedicated $2 million in FY-04 
funds and $1 million in FY-05 funds in support of this joint effort. These efforts would be 
significantly impacted and or canceled if HIDTA funds were reduced or eliminated. 

To further complicate matters, San Diego and Imperial Counties both utilize HIDTA funds to 
support a Joint Border Prosecution Initiative that prosecutes border related crimes. This 
initiative is fully funded by HIDTA and would eliminate 1 1 prosecutors resulting in an 
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unintended impact on the local U. S, Attorney’s Office, currently scheduled for a 10% 
reduction in its budget. 

2. State and local agencies that currently participate in the HIDTA program have to decide for 
themselves how many officers and how much equipment, office space or other resources to 
dedicate to HIDTA task forces or initiatives. They have to go through the same long-term 
budget planning that the federal government does to reach these decisions. If each individual 
HDDTA’s federal budget were to fluctuate significantly each year, do you believe that would 
make it more difficult for state and local agencies to commit their resources to HIDTA over 
the long term? 

Most state agencies, California included, operate much the same as the federal government as 
far as the budget process. In California and for most local agencies, their fiscal year runs 
from July 1 through June 30 of each year. With the federal budget, fiscal years run October 
1 , through September 30. For the last few years, HIDTA has not issued award letters on 
approved grants until early to late spring of the budget year. Consequently many local 
agencies, particularly those acting as “fiscal agents” for HIDTA grants, have extended or 
covered HIDTA expenses well into the federal fiscal year. Fluctuating HIDTA budgets from 
year to year would significantly impact HIDTA’s ability to operate without the support of 
these fiscal agents. In order to be efficient and effective HIDTA’s you must be able to make 
long-term commitments, not only for facilities (usually a five to ten year commitment) but 
also for personnel. This requires long term planning to properly address the threat, plan 
strategies and implement programs. This planning cannot occur unless there is some 
assurance on recurring budget approvals. Drug investigations, by their very nature, cannot be 
identified, targeted, dismantled and prosecuted during a single fiscal year. Drug Trafficking 
Organizations in our region are continually changing and restructuring and targeting them 
requires a reasonably consistent program, which requires a stable budget. Federal agencies 
cannot operate when their budgets fluctuate significantly from year to year and HIDTA 
cannot reasonably expect state and local agencies could, either. 

3. The administration has argued that the HIDTA program now gives too little discretion to the 
federal government to redirect HIDTA resources to respond to the changing drug threat. 

They have stated that locking in each HIDTA’s budget every year means that the program 
cannot adapt when the drug traffickers adapt. Should the Office of National Drug Control 
Policy (ONDCP) have at least some discretion to reallocate the HIDTA budget? If so, what 
do you believe is the right amount of discretion, and how could that discretion best be used 
without unduly disrupting each HIDTA’s operations? 

The Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) has had some discretion in addressing 
the changing dmg threat. Witness the fact that in 1990 there were five designated HIDTA 
areas with a total budget of $25 million dollars. As the drug threat grew, so did the HIDTA 
program. In fiscal year 2004 there were 28 designated HIDTA areas with a budget of $227 
million dollars. From its initial inception, the HIDTA program was established to address 
“High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas” of the United States. HIDTA has grown from that 
initial concept and has evolved into a much broader concept that brings together the limited 
resources of federal state and local agencies in an effort to dismantle local, state and 
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International Drug Trafficking Organizations. HIDTA, along with its many participating 
agencies, has been responsible for historic reductions in drug use while at the same time 
assisting in record seizures of drugs and successful prosecutions. ONDCP’s response to 
these dramatic efforts has been to propose dramatic reductions and or significant eliminations 
of funds to the HIDTA program as well as transfer what remains of the program to another 
agency. 

While I feel it is important for ONDCP to have discretion in its overall program, it is the 
local HIDTA Executive Boards and Committees that assess the threat and develop strategies 
to address that threat. In order for this to happen there needs to be, a minimum “level 
funding” so that HIDTA can effectively solicit support from participating agencies. Local 
boards composed of equal members of federal, state and local agency heads have been tasked 
by ONDCP to address changing threats in their regions, to include reallocation of funds to 
meet emerging threats or reinforce successful efforts. 

Baseline funding has been limited to $206 million, while supplemental (discretionary) 
funding has increased that budget to $227 million. ONDCP has had discretion over the 
distribution of those supplemental funds and has chosen to designate much of these funds in 
support of OCDETF’s, CPOT Targeted Organizations. With level funding for the past five 
years, and addressing increasing costs of doing business, each HIDTA has critically reviewed 
each of its initiatives and re-directed funds to those programs that are most effective. 

4. The Administration has proposed transferring the HIDTA program from the management of 
ONDCP to the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF) at the U. S. 
Department of Justice. 

a. Do you support this proposal? If not, why not? 

I do not support this proposal. HIDTA was placed in the Office of National Drug Control 
Policy for a good reason. ONDCP has been perceived as a “Neutral” location, not in 
competition with any other agency. This concept has worked very well and has for the 
first time in many cases, placed federal, state and local agencies on equal ground. 

HIDTA Executive Boards/Committees are composed of equal numbers of federal, state 
and local agency heads. Each member has one vote, and equal with each other these 
Executive Boards and or Committee have accepted the responsibility and accountability 
to identify and in co-located/co-mingled task forces, target and dismantle the most 
significant drug trafficking organizations in their area. Most importantly, state and local 
agencies have an equal voice in HIDTA operations that foster joint participation. If this 
program were moved to the Department of Justice and placed under the OCDETF 
program it would put federal, state and local cooperative efforts back 20 years. To be 
perfectly blunt, OCDETF does not provide for local input into its operation. OCDETF 
has been primarily a funding mechanism for additional federal employees. 

Approximately 10% of OCDETF funds remaining after salary and benefit packages go 
towards enforcement and overtime for state and local officers. As no transition plans 
have been announced by the Administration, in fact testimony has indicated that no plans 
are in place; it is difficult to determine how OCDETF would administer the program. 
From what has been indicated, it appears that ODCETF attorneys will identify the threats 
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and approve expenditures, eliminating all local “ownership” and or participation. 
OCDETF funding is designated to support federal initiatives, while state and local 
agencies appear to be expected to fund their own efforts. 

b. Do you believe that the state and local agencies you work with would prefer to work 
with the OCDETF program than with HIDTA as it currently exists? 

From conversations I have had with our Executive Committee, I have received no support 
for this change. The HIDTA program and its Executive Board and Committee have 
provided a venue for agencies to meet, discuss and resolve differences in an entirely 
neutral environment. Federal, state and local agencies in our area were not consulted 
prior to this proposal and prefer to continue working together under the HIDTA program. 

c. What are the primary differences, in your opinion, between the OCDETF program 
and the current HIDTA program? 

Of the nine OCDETF Regional Task Forces, the Southwest Border OCDEFT is located in 
Houston, TX covers the entire Southwest Border states, to include the Los Angeles 
metropolitan Area. These task forces do not perform enforcement activities but do meet 
and coordinate funding of OCDETF investigations. OCDETF primarily funds federal 
positions, within the U. S. Attorney’s Office, DEA, FBI, IRS, ICE and U.S. Marshall 
Service with remaining resources (10%) going to fund operations and state, local 
overtime. HIDTA, on the other hand, has Executive Boards/Committees that have 
formed joint, co-located enforcement initiatives that conduct proactive enforcement 
activities. Each HIDTA area has established its own Intelligence Support Center (ISC) 
that assists all participating agencies in information analysis, deconfliction and the 
operation of watch centers in each of its locations. OCDETF is proposing the 
establishment of a single “fusion center” in the Washington, D.C. area that reportedly 
will identify and target drug organizations nationwide. There is no proposal for Regional 
Fusion Centers such as the HIDTA ISC’s that have been critical to the success of 
HIDTA. 

The HIDTA program is one of the few federal grant programs that has implemented 
significant oversight and accountability of federal funds. In fact, most federal agencies 
have not implemented oversight controls that meet or exceed those of the HIDTA 
program: 

- HIDTA conducts yearly on-site internal reviews of all of its initiatives 

HIDTA has contracted with KPMG Accounting firm to conduct in depth fiscal audits 
of each HIDTA at least once every three years 

- ONDCP conducts on-site fiscal and initiative audits of each HIDTA every two years 

- Establishment of a comprehensive Performance Manage Plan 

- HIDTA is the only program that reviews all federal, state and local reimbursement 
invoices to ensure compliance with program guidance. 

The federal government has worked over the last 10 years to promote programs to 
enhance coordination and collaboration among federal, state and local law enforcement 
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agencies. One of the notable examples of the government’s efforts has been the HIDTA 
program. The program funds joint task forces that specifically target drug trafficking 
organizations having the most significant impact in their regions. HIDTA effectively 
integrates law enforcement activities through resource/information sharing and joint task 
force initiatives. Preliminary information from the National HIDTA program shows that 
HIDTA programs identified over 3,300 Drug Trafficking Organizations in 2004, 
dismantled over 650 of them, and disrupted almost 1,400 more. OCDETF on the other 
hand, provides funding on an adhoc basis to fund federal law enforcement cases related 
to the Consolidated Priority Organization Target (CPOT) list. The CPOT list established 
by the Office of the Attorney General identifies those drug trafficking organizations most 
responsible for the drug supply to the United States. OCDETF is a program managed by 
federal agencies and designed to support federal investigations the majority of its budget 
is dedicated to full time equivalent (FTE) federal positions distributed among 
participating federal agencies. No funding is provided for sustained analytical support, 
equipment, or case development prior to OCDETF designation. 

OCDETF has no operational task forces, pointer indices or separate intelligence gathering 
capability. State and local agencies are not represented in their administrative task 
forces. Each of the 28 designated HIDTA’s are governed by Executive Boards or 
Committees that contain equal numbers of federal agency administrators and state/local 
law enforcement agency heads. These partnerships between federal, state and local 
agencies, produce regional threat assessments, develop strategies and implement these 
strategies through operational task force initiatives that combine and require federal and 
slate and local participation. OCDETF designated investigations on the other hand are 
submitted to the OCDETF Review Committee composed of representatives of 
participating federal agencies, for funding approval. OCDETF designation is generally 
for funding assistance to federal agencies and the assignment of a federal prosecutor. 
Unlike OCDETF, HIDTA Task Forces develop and initiate criminal investigations, 
provide and share intelligence, analysis and sources of information. To obtain federal 
prosecution of a drug investigation it is virtually a requirement that the investigation 
carry an OCDETF designation. OCDETF does not target threats or maintain the 
flexibility to address regional issues such as diversion of prescription drugs, club drugs, 
clandestine labs, steroids, highway interdiction or training. HIDTA retains the flexibility 
to both target major drug trafficking organizations but also to address regional threats that 
are identified by the HIDTA Executive Board or Committees, such as the proliferation of 
methamphetamine, availability of chemical precursors and clandestine labs. In FY2006, 
federal funding for OCDETF is proposed to increase from $554 million to $662 million, 
mostly due to the transfer of $100 million in HIDTA resources into the program. The 
administration has not revealed how the HIDTA program will be managed by OCDETF. 

5. Current ONDCP operating guidelines for the HIDTA program require that each HIDTA 
divide full voting authority on its executive board between federal agency representatives on 
one hand, and state and local agency representatives on the other. The Administration has 
apparently not yet decided whether OCDETF would maintain this practice if given control of 
the HIDTA program. 
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a. Does your HIDTA currently comply with this directive? If not, why not? 

The California Border Alliance Group is in full compliance with this directive. The 
current breakdown of the CBAG Executive Committee is eight federal and eight state and 
local agency representatives: 

David Bejarano, Marshal, U. S, Marshals Service 

Harold D. Carter, Sheriff, Coroner, Marshal, Imperial County Sheriffs Department 

Michael Coleman, Sr. Special Agent in Charge, CA DOJ, BNE 

Honorable Bonnie M. Dumanis, District Attorney, San Diego County 

Daniel Dzwilewski, Special Agent in Charge, FBI 

Richard Emerson, Chief of Police, Chula Vista Police Department 

John S. Fernandes, Special Agent in Charge, DEA 

Darryl Griffen, Chief Patrol Agent, Bureau of Customs & Border Protection, San Diego 

William B. Kolender, Sheriff, San Diego County Sheriff s Department 

Honorable Carol C. Lam, United States Attorney, Southern District of California 

William M. Lansdowne, Chief of Police, San Diego Police Department 

Raymond Loera, Chief of Police, El Centro Police Department 

John Long, Captain, United States Coast Guard 

Honorable Gilbert G. Otero, District Attorney, Imperial County 

Denise Rubin, Special Agent in Charge, IRS, Criminal Investigation, San Diego 

Michael Unzueta, Special Agent in Charge, Acting, DHS, ICE 

b. How important is this 50/50 balance on the executive board to the overall success of 
your HIDTA? If that balance were eliminated and federal agencies were given majority 
control of each HIDTA, would that have a negative impact on the HIDTA’s? If so, how? 

This balance of federal and state and local participation on the HIDTA Executive Boards 
or Committees is critical to the success of the program as it provides a balanced equal 
voice and ownership of the program. If this balance is lost, the program would become 
another “federal” program, without the state and local participation. Participating federal, 
state and local agencies have accepted the responsibility and accountability of this 
program having worked together collectively to address regional and national issues. 
Without equal participating and ownership, this process will fail, leaving numerous areas 
of the country without the coordinated efforts of federal, state and local law enforcement 
programs. 

6. Do you believe that the uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA program created by the 

Administration’s proposals has itself had a negative impact on your HIDTA’s programs? For 
example, could that uncertainty make it more difficult to hire or retain new personnel for 
your HIDTA’s administrative offices, or make it more difficult to obtain personnel, resource, 
or other commitments from state, local or federal agencies participating in your HIDTA? 

Yes. Without question the FY-2006 budget proposal has had far reaching impact on the 
HIDTA program. 
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Current employees whose salaries are fully or partially reimbursed are concerned and 
have already begun looking for employment outside the program. Intelligence analysts 
currently fully reimbursed by HIDTA, risk losing their State of California positions, as 
their employment is contingent on HIDTA reimbursement. Lease agreements on 
facilities, some in effect for up to five years, would be terminated, potentially opening the 
door to numerous lawsuits throughout the country. Equipment lease and maintenance 
contracts are also in jeopardy as well as contract employee positions that have been 
critical to the success of the program. Currently we have been advised that all HIDTA 
Grants will expire on January 31, 2006, and that no extensions will be granted. The 
potential for the expiration of all grants in early 2006 has made it impossible to extend 
lease agreements, hire employees and or enter any new contracts with any measure of 
good faith. What has impacted the morale of those working within the HIDTA program, 
even more than the proposed reductions in funding is the fact that the Director Walters 
has refused to state that he supports HIDTA or the men and women who have committed 
to the program, even after having been pointedly asked by the sub-committee Chair. 

7. Your HIDTA partnership is one of five that make up the overall Southwest Border HIDTA 
We have several questions regarding the special status of the Southwest Border HIDTA and 
its five partnerships. 

a. In your opinion, what is the proper role of the overall Southwest Border HIDTA? 
What kind of operational, budgetary, or other authority should the executive board, 
director, and other staff of the overall Southwest Border HIDTA have over the five 
partnerships? Conversely, what kind of authority, whether shared or otherwise, 
should the partnerships have? 

In late 1999, the Southwest Border HIDTA Executive Board determined that the 
Office of the Southwest HIDTA Director was duplicative and voted 8-2 in favor of 
disbanding the office, ONDCP responded in September 2000 and directed that the 
Southwest Border HIDTA Directors Office be reestablished and that it would be 
located in El Paso, Texas. Since that time, the Southwest Border HIDTA Executive 
Board has developed a Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) that has been approved 
by each of the Regional Executive Committees. In addition, ONDCP has submitted 
its input that has been incorporated. The most recent Southwest Border HIDTA SOP, 
approved on February 8, 2005, clearly defines the role of the Southwest Border 
HIDTA as that of Coordination, not direction and proscribes the centralization of 
budget authority, addresses the role, duties and responsibilities of the Southwest 
Border HIDTA, its Executive Board, Committees and its Directors. I have included a 
copy of this document for your information. 

b. Do you have concerns about ceding at least some authority back to the central 
Southwest Border HIDTA? How could Congress address those concerns without 
splitting the HIDTA up into five separate HIDTA’s? 

This issue has been debated for years, both within the Southwest Border HIDTA and 
with ONDCP. I believe that the current approved Southwest Border HIDTA SOP, 
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dated February 8, 2005, provides appropriate authorities to the Southwest Border 
HIDTA and its five Regions. 

I have attached a brief summary of the impact that the proposed reduction would have on 
our area as well as a copy of the Southwest Border HIDTA, Standard Operating 
Procedures. If you have further questions, I may be contacted at telephone number (619) 
557-5865 fax: (619) 557-6450 or e-mail at gormanr@cbag.hidta.org 

Sincerely, 


Richard E. Gorman 
Director 

California Border Alliance Group 
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SOUTHWEST BORDER HIDTA 
STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES AND POLICIES 


INTRODUCTION 

The Southwest Border High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) has a primary 
responsibility to assist the five Regional Southwest Border (SWB) HIDTAs in their 
efforts to reduce the flow of illicit drugs across the Southwest international border, and to 
assist these HIDTAs in dismantling major Drug Trafficking Organizations. The policies 
and procedures outlined in this document will support this effort and will become 
effective when approved by the Southwest Border HIDTA Executive Board. 


Article I. AUTHORITY 

Section 1.01 The Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1 988 (P.L. 1 00-690) and the ONDCP 
Reauthorization Act of 1998 (P.L. 105-277) authorize the Director of ONDCP to 
designate specific areas in the United States as HIDTAs. The SWB is one such area with 
critical drag trafficking problems that adversely affect the United States. All counties 
along the SWB in the states of California, Arizona, New Mexico, and Texas have been 
designated as HIDTA counties since 1990. The Director of ONDCP chartered the SWB 
HIDTA and each of the Regional HIDTAs, respectively, in 1996. The SWB HIDTA and 
the five Regional HIDTAs shall comply with HIDTA Program Policy and Budget 
Guidance as published by ONDCP. 


Article II. MISSION 

Section 2.01 The mission of the HIDTA Program is to disrupt the market for illegal 
drugs in the United States by assisting federal, state, and local law enforcement entities 
participating in the HIDTA Program to dismantle and disrupt drag trafficking 
organizations, with particular emphasis on drug trafficking regions that have harmful 
effects on other parts of the United States. 

Section 2.02 The mission of the SWB HIDTA is to directly assist the five HIDTA 

Regions bordering the Republic of Mexico in the development of joint regional systems 
for coordinated intelligence, interdiction, investigation, and prosecution efforts that result 
in a measurable reduction in illegal drug trafficking, including the smuggling, 
transportation, manufacturing, distribution, production, and use of illegal drugs, as well 
as disrupting the finances and disrupting and/or dismantling the responsible drug 
trafficking organizations. 

(a) As a key program element, each Regional HIDTA shall establish a 

collocated/commingled HIDTA Intelligence Subsystem that contains one or more 
intelligence centers with joint, collocated federal, state, and local participation 
that provide fiill-service analytical support and event/subject deconfliction for the 


1 of6 



440 


Approved 02/08/05 


HIDTA initiatives. Participating agencies shall have access to information 
through on-site federal, state, and local databases, case analysis, and other support 
services. 

Article III. ORGANIZATION AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

Section 3.01 The SWB HIDTA is organized into five distinct HIDTA Regions, with 
each of these areas having their own HIDTA Executive Committee and Regional HIDTA 
Director, responsible for that region’s use and distribution of HIDTA funds. These 
Regions are defined as: California, Arizona, New Mexico, West Texas, and South Texas. 
The SWB HIDTA Executive Board is made up of representatives fi'om the five Regional 
Executive Committees, and is supported by a SWB HIDTA Executive Director and staff. 

Section 3.02 THE SWB HIDTA EXECUTIVE BOARD 

(a) MEMBERSHIP. — The SWB HIDTA Executive Board shall consist of ten voting 
members: the Chairman and Vice Chairman (or designee) from each of the five 
Regional HIDTAs, with equal representation between federal agencies and non- 
federal agencies. The SWB HIDTA Executive Director and the SWB Regional 
HIDTA Directors are non-voting members of the SWB HIDTA Executive Board. 

(b) RESPONSIBILITIES - 

(i) provide direction and oversight in establishing and achieving the goals 
of the HIDTA 

(ii) monitor the distribution of HIDTA funds for the SWB HIDTA 
Executive Director’s office and Executive Board expenses 

(iii) conduct border-wide coordination of all proposals to assure consistency 
with the overall objective of the HIDTA 

(iv) provide oversight for the development and publication of the annual 
SWB HIDTA Threat Assessment, Strategy, Coordination plans, budget, 
and the distribution for those specific funds for the SWB HIDTA 
Director’s office and SWB HIDTA Executive Board expenses 

(v) meet at least four times per year. Meeting minutes shall be taken and 
submitted appropriately. 

(vi) establish an on-going internal program review for both fiscal and 
programmatic accountability to ensure efficiency and effectiveness of all 
initiatives. This program is delegated to the SWB Regional Executive 
Committees, which will provide copies of all results to the SWB 
Executive Board. 

(c) RESTRICTIONS ON FUNDING MEASURES 
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(i) No funds shall be designated to a central fiduciary to be drawn upon by 
the Regional HIDTAs as part of a border-wide project or initiative except 
as approved by a 2/3 (7-3) vote of the SWB HIDTA Executive Board. 
Except for those funds designated for the SWB HIDTA Executive 
Director’s office and SWB HIDTA Executive Board administrative costs, 
all funds shall be awarded to, and administered by, the Regional Executive 
Committees and their respective fiduciaries. 

(ii) No funds shall be moved from one Regional HIDTA to any other except 
as approved by a unanimous vote of the SWB HIDTA Executive Board. 


Section 3.03 THE REGIONAL HIDTA EXECUTIVE COMMITTEES. 


(a) MEMBERSHIP - The Regional HIDTA Executive Committees shall consist of at 
least 10 members (up to 20,) with equal federal and state/local representation, 
comprised of the agency executives or their designated representatives in each 
Region. 

(b) RESPONSIBILITIES - 

(i) Providing fiscal and programmatic management oversi^t and policy- 
making authority for their respective Regional HIDTAs. Level B 
reprogramming authority resides with the Regional HIDTAs and 
ONDCP. Information-only copies of reprogrammings shall be 
provided to the SWB Director. 

(ii) Determining initiative selection, and allocation of funding for their 
respective Regional HIDTA and coordination of intelligence issues. 

(iii) Hiring and oversight of their respective Regional HIDTA Director and 
staff. Staffing levels will be determined by the Regional Executive 
Committees to address the needs of each individual HIDTA Region. 

(iv) Development and publication of the annual HIDTA Threat 
Assessment, Strategy, Annual Report, budget, and the distribution and 
fiscal management - including reprogramming - of HIDTA funds for 
the Regional HIDTA. 


Article rv. SOUTHWEST BORDER HIDTA DIRECTOR AND STAFF 

Section 4.01 SELECTION - 

(a) The SWB HIDTA Executive Board shall select the SWB HIDTA Executive 
Director. 

(b) Additional staff positions must be approved by the Executive Board. Selections 
for any staff positions shall be shall be made by the Executive Director, and shall 
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be conducted according to generally accepted, open practices, which include 
advertisement / search, application, and interview. 

Section 4.02 FUNCTIONS AND RESPONSIBILITIES - 

(a) The SWB HIDTA Executive Director’s office shall: 

(i) under the direction of the SWB HIDTA Executive Board, provide administrative 
coordination and support to the Regional HIDTA Directors and Regional 
HIDTA Executive Committees; 

(ii) ensure the expeditious and accurate flow of correspondence and information 
between ONDCP and the Regional HIDTAs; 

(iii) identify border-wide issues and problems; 

(iv) propose strategies for border-wide coordination and intelligence sharing; 

(v) assist, coordinate, and review all national reporting and training requirements for 
the SWB HIDTA; 

(vi) act as the point of contact with ONDCP on border-wide issues, as well as 
administrative issues for the SWB HIDTA Executive Board Director’s office. 
(The SWB HIDTA Regional Directors are the point of contact for the five SWB 
HIDTA Regions.) and; 

(vii) coordinate and administer all SWB Executive Board meetings; 

(viii) assist in the ONDCP review of the SWB HIDTA; 

(ix) provide all other necessary support to ensure that the SWB meets its overall 
objectives. 

(x) establish continuous interaction and coordination with other entities such as El 
Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC), Joint Task Force North (JTF-N), Operation 
Alliance, National Intelligence Network (NIN), etc. 

(xi) act as the Southwest Border HIDTA representative to the national HIDTA 
Directors Advisory Committee. 

Article V. SWB HIDTA MEMBERSHIP AND VOTING PROCEDURES 

Section 5,01 The Executive Board shall consist of ten voting members, two from 
each of the five regions. The SWB HIDTA Executive Director and the five SWB 
Regional HIDTA Directors are non-voting members of the SWB HIDTA Executive 
Board. 

Section 5.02 Each Region shall appoint one federal and one state/local 
representative to the SWB Executive Board. The board shall have a chair and vice-chair 
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with one of the two being a federal representative and the other being a state/local 
representative. The vice-chair shall succeed the chair and assume those duties on the 1®' 
of October every calendar year. This will allow rotation of the chair every 12 months 
between federal and state/local representation. 

Section 5.03 Each regular member of the SWB Executive Board has one vote. To 
approve routine decisions a majority vote f6-4~) is required. Special matters, including 
removal of personnel, changes to the SOP or bylaws, or funding allocations involving 
SWB-wide projects or more than one Regional HIDTA require a 2/3 (7-3) vote. Section 
3.02 (c ) above specifies certain issues requiring a unanimous vote. 

Section 5.04 The board has the authority to nominate Ex-Officio members to the 
board. Ex-Officio members are full members of the board but do not have voting 
authority. 

Section 5.05 Alternative board members are authorized and may vote in the place of 
the Executive Board member with prior notification and approval submitted by the board 
member to the chair. This request shall be in writing and will be distributed to board 
members at the beginning of the board meeting. The person representing the absent 
board member should be from a “like” agency, i.e. federal representing federal and 
state/local representing state/local. The alternative board member must be a member of a 
Regional Executive Board. 

Section 5.06 The Executive Board may establish committees and sub-committees 
for specific purposes as the board deems necessary, and for the required duration of time. 
These committee members may be fi'om outside the SWB depending on expertise. 

Section 5.07 Termination of a member firom the SWB HIDTA Executive Board 

requires a 3/4 vote of the members. If the board for any reason terminates a member a 
new member should be appointed from that Regional HIDTA. This new member must 
be from the same representation as the removed member, i.e. federal replaced with a 
federal or state/local replaced with a state/local. Voluntary termination will be effective 
upon receipt and approval fi'om the chair, and if necessary a fax vote to appoint a new 
board member will be conducted. 

Section 5.08 Termination of a member agency shall require a 3/4 vote of the 
members. If a member agency or task force is removed by vote from the HIDTA by the 
Executive Board all equipment purchased with HIDTA fluids shall be turned into the 
HIDTA for redistribution when applicable. Transfer of property will follow established 
procedures. 

Article VI. INTELLIGENCE SUBCOMMITTEE 

Section 6.01 An Intelligence Subcommittee shall be formed, chaired by the SWB 
HIDTA Vice-Chairman, and consisting of the Directors of the five Regional HIDTA 
Intelligence Support Centers (ISC) and other staff as appropriate. The subcommittee 
shall meet as necessary, but not less than quarterly, either in person or through 
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teleconferencing, to coordinate and implement procedures and methodologies to enhance 
border- wide intelligence and information sharing. 

Section 6.02 An Intelligence Subsystem is mandated by HIDTA Program Policy, 
and characterized as the primary system for each HIDTA in that policy. The Intelligence 
Subsystem within the SWB HIDTA is composed of the Intelligence Support Centers in 
each of the five respective SWB Regional HIDTAs, as implemented by the Regional 
Executive Committees in accordance with HIDTA Program Policy. 

Article VII. DATA COLLECTION 

Section 7.01 In order to support the planning, implementation, evaluation, and 
reporting requirements of the SWB HIDTA, it may be necessary to obtain data Ifom one 
or all of the SWB Regional HIDTAs. Whenever possible, LEA sensitive requests should 
be requested through the Regional HIDTA Directors to ensure federal, state, and local 
disclosure procedures are handled in accordance with those agencies policies. 
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Impact of Budget Reductions and Movement of HIDTA Program on 
San Diego and Imperial Counties (CBAG Region) 

Impact Statements 

• Most likely would eliminate much of, or so minimally fund, the CBAG’s program that it 
would make it ineffective . 

• Dissolve the CBAG HIDTA Executive Committee, which is a partnership between federal, 
state and local law enforcement administrators to address the drug problem on a regional 
basis. 

• Virtually eliminate the regional drug Threat Assessment as well as planning and executing a 
regional strategy based on federal, state, and local priorities to address the drug threat. 

• Regression to the pre-HIDTA state of affairs, with many agencies implementing single-scope 
strategies and missions, with little coordination , accountability or overall strategy. 

• Loss of almost $10 million annually to the region to support and coordinate federal, state and 
local drug enforcement effort. 

o Loss of at least $2. 1 million in direct funding to Imperial County agencies, 

o Loss of at least $2.7 million in direct funding to San Diego County agencies, 

o Loss of at least $4.9 million in general support to both counties (NIN, RCFL, CBAG.) 

• Loss of two National Initiatives : the National Methamphetamine Chemicals Initiative and the 

National Marijuana Initiative, which support nation-wide federal, state, and local efforts 
against meth lab precursors and equipment, and domestic marijuana cultivation respectively. 

• Loss of HIDTA resources, including but not limited to overtime, undercover vehicles, office 
lease, specialized equipment, supplies and investigative travel. 

• Loss of neutral leadership and coordination within the region. 

• Elimination of approximately 35 training courses including gang investigations, basic drug 
investigations, clandestine lab certification, Spanish language, and analytical training, for 
over 500 students annually for a total of 14,000+ student hours. 

• Seriously impact the prosecution of drug cases in both state and federal court, as funding for 
16 Deputy District Attorney, Assistant US Attorney, and support staff positions are 
eliminated. 

• Seriously degrade infonnation sharing , and mandated subject and event deconfliction 
systems, which handled over 80,000 subject inquiries and almost 10,000 critical enforcement 
events during 2004 alone. 
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• Most likely would eliminate funding for both the San Diego Narcotic Information Network 
and the Imperial Valley Law Enforcement Coordination Center and thus, most if not all of 
the services, including case analysis, post seizure analysis, mapping, link charts, telephone 
toll analysis, profiles, training, photographs. Document Exploitation, etc. 

• Result in the closure of 6 drug task forces (see Table 1 ). 

• Result in the reduction of operational productivity from 50 - 75% in 5 drug task forces (see 
Table 1). 

• Likely result in significantly less drugs and illegal assets being removed (see Table 1). 

• Likely result in a significantly less number of major DTOs being investigated as well as 
being disrupted and dismantled (see Table 1). 

• Result in the loss of 33 officer positions . 45 analyst positions, 1 0 prosecution positions, and 
16 support positions, all of which are state and/or local employees (see Table 2). 


TABLE 1 


San Diego / Imperial County 
Multi-Agency, Collocated Drug Task Force 


No Impact 

Reduce 
Operational 
Productivity by 
25% 

Reduce 
Operational 
Productivity by 
50% 

Reduce 
Operational 
Productivity by 
75% 

Eliminate 

San Diego 

North County 
NTF 

San Diego NTF 
(Commercial 
Interdiction Tm 

4) 

Major Mexican 
Traffickers 

imperial Border 
Interdiction Tm 

Imperial Street 
Interdiction Team 


Op Alliance JTF 

SD North 

County Gang TF 

Marine TF 

Imperial County 
NTF 


SD Finaticial TF 

Regional 
Computer 
Forensics Lab 


SD/Impenal NIN 
(Investigative 
Support Center) 


Clandestine Lab 
Group 



Imperial Valley 
LECC 


CA Southwest 
Border Intel 
Group 



National 

Marijuana 

Initiative 





National Meth 
Chemical 

Initiative 
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TABLE 2 


POSITIONS ELIMINATED 



San Diego 

Imperial 

General 


Officers 

18 

15 

0 

33 

Prosecutors 

8 

2 

0 

10 

Analysts 

11 

7 

27 

45 

Support 

3 

5 

8 

16 

Total 

40 

29 

35 

104 
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Gulf Coast 

High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area 

3838 N. Causeway - Suite 1®)0 - Metairie, Louisiana 70002 • Phone (504) 84Q-1400 • Fax (504) 840-1406 


April 4, 2005 

Director Tom Gorman 

Rocky Mountain HIDTA 

1002 East Girard Avenue, Building C, #444 

Denver, Colorado 80231 

Re: Gulf Coast HIDTA Response 


Dear Director Gorman: 

Enclosed are the Gulf coast HIDTA responses to Chairman Souder’s questions regarding Federal, state 
and local in-kind contributions to the HIDTA program. Please contact us should any response need 
further clarification. 

Thanks for your untiring efforts on our behalf to organize and lead the campaign to stave off the 
administration’s attempt at destroying our fine program. We all owe you and Washington/Baltimore 
HIDTA Director Tom Carr our unwavering support and gratitude. 

Yours very truly, 


Tony Soto 

Gulf Coast HIDTA Director 
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RESPONSES: 

1. “Although each High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) received a certain amount 
of money from the federal government to help fund its activities, state and local agencies 
participating in the HIDTA have also agreed to dedicate their own resources to HIDTA 
task forces and initiatives - in the form of personnel, equipment, office space, etc. Some of 
those contributions are reimbursed by the federal funds, but not all.'* 

a. What is the approximate dollar value of all un-reimbursed state and local 
contributions to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA? $17,320,600. (see table) 

b. What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed contributions of federal 
law enforcement agencies to HIDTA initiatives In your HIDTA? $20,812,500. (see 
table) 


UN-REIMBURSED STATE AND LOCAL CONTRlBU flON'S 


GULF COAST HIDTA 


Category 

■ 'fEouivalem FT) 

# 

'Ass.igned 

Ayg. - 

Salary 


T«al 

Salary " 

-’.Beiiifits ' 

Equipment,(i) 

:# Unfunded; . 

VeliicleV ' ' 

Vehicle; 

A)l6wdnce'{2') 

' Radios :.i.- 
(3) 

Officer 

23.1 

40,000 

HBBSI 

9,320,000 

3.728,000 

690.000 

129 

1.083,600 

451,500 

Non-OfTiccr 

]5 

30.000 

12.000 

450.000 

180.000 

45.000 

0 

0 

0 

National Guard 

23 

30,000 

12.000 

690,000 

276.000 

69.000 


0 

0 











Fed Aacnts 

151 

80.000 

32,000 

12,080.000 

4.832.000 

453,000 

135 

1.134.000 

472,500 

!■■■■ 

HHH 










1. Est, $3,000 per officer for equipment. 



2. Est. $8,400 annually per vehicle. 

Total Fed 18.971300 1 


3. Est. $3,500 cost per mobile radio unit. 

Total Un-reimbursed 
Contributions 



UN-REIMBURSED FACILITIES F.XPENSES 


GULF COAST HID! A 


Category; 

No. Task 

forces- • 

Cost 

'•'Space ' 

Cost 

Equipiren 

't'. 

Cost 

Supplies ' ■ '•'•> 


Total 

I-edcrai 

14 

104.500 

2,000 

5.000 


131,500 

Stale & Local 

3 

82.500 

2.000 

5.000 

20.000 

109300 


Total S &L 

328.500 

Total Fed 



Total Un-reimbursetl Facilities Expenses : 2,169,500 
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c. Do you believe that, if your HIDTA’s federal program fund were reduced or 
eliminated, that the state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA would 
continue to make all of those unreimbursed contributions, or would they be likely to 
put those resources elsewhere?” 

Having a state/local enforcement background and in speaking with the heads of most of our 
participating state/local agencies, I have no qualms in stating that without the HIDTA program 
all of these resources and manpower will return back to their parent agencies and, in some cases, 
diverted from the drug enforcement activites. 

2. “State and local agencies that currently participate in the HIDTA program have to decide 
for themselves how many officers and bow much equipment, office space or other resources 
to dedicate to HIDTA task forces or initiatives. They have to go through the same long- 
term budget planning that the federal government does to reach these decisions. If each 
individual HIDTA’s federal budget were to fluctuate significantly each year, do you believe 
that that would make it more difficult for state and local agencies to commit their resources 
to HIDTA over the long term?” 

Fluctuating budgets from yoar-to-year will signal to our HIDTA participants the lack of overall 
commitment to the National HIDTA program and will most certainly result in reluctance on the 
part of participating agencies to assign resources and manpower. The strength of the HIDTA 
program has been a consistency in purpose and course emanating from the strong support 
received by state and local law enforcement. Without a similar commitment demonstrated by 
Congress and the Administration’s to ensure the program’s sustainability, state and local 
participation will dwindle. 

3. The Administration has argued that the HIDTA program gives too little discretion to 
the federal government to redirect HIDTA resources in response to the changing drug 
threat. Do you believe that this is the right amount of discretion and could that discretion 
best be used without unduly disrupting each HIDTA’s operations? 

First, this is the same Administration that testified during recent hearings that the overall HIDTA 
program has not been as successful as it had hoped. Yet when asked for specific examples of 
areas in need of improvement, or identification of HIDTAs that were unsuccessful, 
Administration Officials had no suggestions. 

For the past several years, ONDCP has received discretionary funding to address the changing 
drug threat. Often these funds were not directed to the programs where they were most needed, 
or dispersed in such a restricted manor that no benefit was gained. Under the current 
administration, we do not believe that giving ONDCP additional authority to redirect HIDTA 
resources would be effective. 

4. “The Administration has proposed transferring the HIDTA program from the 
management of ONDCP to the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force 
(OCDETF) at the U.S. Department of Justice.” 
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a. Do you support this proposal? If not, why not? 

No! 

HIDTAs operate as a cohesive operational unit with multi-jurisdictiona! members 
working towards a common goal with the free flow of intelligence and operational 
information. The HIDTA initiatives set their outputs during the yearly budget cycle. The 
HIDTA program is administered by law enforcement personnel with investigative and 
interdiction experience. The program is setup to be responsive to the ever-changing drug 
threat. The strength of the HIDTA program is the cooperative and collaborative way its 
participating agencies come together to provide oversight and direction to each HIDTA. 
This does not exist within the OCDETF Program, 

The OCDETF Program is a funding mechanism where people meet periodically to 
evaluate investigations for resources (which are limited). In most instances, Federal 
agencies take the lead, because they can support the investigation financially when 
OCDETF resources are depleted, which often occurs. Local law enforcement agencies 
have no stake in the operational/administrative decisions made by OCDETF, In most 
instances, the decision makers are located in a core city thousands of miles away from the 
location of the investigation. Often the decision makers have no understanding of the 
geographic area, drug threat, or people involved. OCDETF funding does not allow for 
long term commitments, but rather is based on a narrowly defined investigative effort. 
OCDETF has no cohesiveness because each investigation is proposed for funding as the 
need requires. Unlike HIDTA, the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force has 
no effective measuring system to determine success. 

It is the consensus of law enforcement agencies that OCDETF programs lack operational 
experience and ultimately impedes law enforcement 's best efforts. 

b. “Do you believe that the state and local agencies you work with would prefer to 
work with the OCDETF program than with HIDTA as it currently exists?” 

I have discussed this matter with state, local, and Federal law enforcement administrators 
in the tri-state area. The consensus is the HIDTA program is the preferred task force. 
Several leaders have expressed their deep concern on the adverse impact if OCDETF 
should take over the HIDTA program. As I have previously stated, the OCDETF program 
does not meet the needs of state and local law enforcement agencies in our area. 

c. “What are the primary differences, in your opinion, between the OCDETF program 
and the current HIDTA program?” 

OCDETF funds cases, whereas, HIDTA funds task forces. The Gulf Coast HIDTA funds 
2 1 task forces in its 3 slate area. Each task force reports to a state operations director, 
who in turn, reports to the HIDTA director and the Executive Board. OCDETF does not 
cover the same geographic areas. As previously stated, HIDTA task forces are multi- 
agency, commingled and co-located operational units made up of federal, state and local 
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officers with missions that include money laundering, drug distribution and sales, 
interdiction, gang violence and intelligence. 

OCDETF is a program for federal agencies managed by federal agents. The majority of 
its budget funds full time federal employees. No funding is provided for sustained 
analytical/intelligence support, equipment or case development. OCDETF has no 
operational task forces, pointer indices, or intelligence backbone. 

HIDTAs are governed by an Executive Board that contains an equal number of state, 
local, and federal administrators. They work together to produce regional threat 
assessments and develop strategies to attack the threat with task forces. All task forces 
are continually monitored for efficiency and effectiveness by the Executive Board. 

5. “Current ONDCP operation guidelines for the HIDTA program require that each HIDTA 
divide full voting authority on its executive board between federal agency representatives 
on one hand, and state and local agency representatives on the other. The Administration 
has apparently not yet decided whether OCDETF would maintain this practice if given 
control of the HIDTA program.” 

a. Does your HIDTA currently comply with this directive? If not, why not? 

Currently, we have nine state & local Executive Board members and eight federal 
members. We have submitted a waiver to the National HDDTA Program Office in this 
regard. 

b. How important is this 50/50 balance on the executive board to the overall success of 
your HIDTA? If that balance was eliminated and federal agencies were given 
majority control of each HIDTA would that have a negative impact on the HIDTAs? 
If so, how? 

The 50/50 balance on the executive board is very important to the Gulf Coast HIDTA. 
With a balanced board it allows all executive board members to have a stake in the 
operations and direction of the HIDTA. By having a near equal federal versus state and 
local members, it encourages them to contribute to the process and help make the overall 
HIDTA program successful. The 50/50 balance has greatly contributed to HIDTA’s 
success and popularity. 

6. Do you believe that the uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA program created by the 
Administrations proposals has itself had a negative impact on you HIDTAs programs? For 
example, could that uncertainty make it more difficult to hire or retain new personnel, 
resource, or other commitments from state, local, or federal agencies participating in your 
HIDTA. 

Of course, the uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA program because of the Administration’s 
proposal has caused a significant impact on morale. Yet, people continue to do a good job. We 
have stopped hiring until a final resolution is made. This means that in some instances where we 
have found an excellent applicant for a position we have been unable to make a firm job offer. 
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For example, we are currently running short handed at our HIDTA Watch Center. Since we have 
not received any FY-2005 funds we are restricting all expenditures and delaying infrastructure 
improvements. 

Already we are hearing that some of our best qualified people are seeking employment at other 
agencies. They have no choice! They have families to support and cannot afford to wait until the 
last minute to look for a job. Finally, no agency is going to assign or replace personnel at 
HIDTA until the overall issue is resolved. Most have taken the attitude of wait and see. 


Cc; Baltimore Washington Director 
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CHICAGO HIDTA 

OFFICE OF THE EXECU'ITVE DIRECTOK/DEPUTY DIRECTOR 
Cook County Atimiuislration liuiUliilg 

69 West Washington Street, Suite 400 Office; 312-603-8009 

Cliicago, Illinois 60602 I'att; 312-603-9728 


April 5, 2005 


Chairman Mark E. Souder 
Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, 

Drug Policy and Human Resources 
Committee on Government Reform 
B-373 Rayburn Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 

Dear Chairman Souder: 

Thank you for this opportunity to add to the written record regarding the issues raised by the 2006 
proposed budget. In response to your questions the following is submitted: 

1. Although each High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) receives a certain 
amount of money from the federal government to help fund its activities, state and local 
agencies participating in the HIDTA have also agreed to dedicate their own resources to 
HIDTA task forces and initiatives - in the form of personnel, equipment, office space, etc. 
Some of those contributions are reimbursed by the federal funds, but not all. 

a. What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed state and 
local contributions to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA7 

Chicago HIDTA is comprised of four contiguous Illinois counties, including the city 
of Chicago, encompassing an area of 2524 square miles and approximately six 
million residents. Included in the program are 13 multi-agency enforcement 
initiatives, an Investigative Support Center, a Training Initiative and a 
Management/Coordination initiative. There are 186 full time state and local task 
force officers as well as varying numbers of part time officers. Unreimbursed 
contributions of these state and local officers include wages, fringe benefits and 
the cost of office space. The estimated monetary value of these unreimbursed 
contributions is approximately $15, 168,000.00. 
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b. What is the approximate dollar value of all unretmbursed 

contributions of federal law enforcement agencies to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA? 

Approximately $7,271,000.00. 

c. Do you believe that, if your HIDTA’s federal program funds were reduced or 
eliminated, that the state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA would continue 
to make all of those unreimbursed contributions, or would they be likely to put those 
resources elsewhere? 

Philip J. Cline, Superintendent of the Chicago Police Department, wrote in a letter 
supporting HIDTA, ‘If funding levels were reduced, our Department would sustain a 
critical loss to our ability to continue successful drug operations, such as Street Corner 
Conspiracies.... If the funding levels are dropped and if local participation in HIDTA Is 
reduced it will be difficult, if not impossible, to maintain our declining crime rates and to 
prevent escalated drug related violence." Larry G. Trent, Director of the Illinois State 
Police, also in a supporting letter, states, “Without the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area 
concept in Illinois, the Illinois State Police drug enforcement efforts will be significantly 
curtailed, as will the efforts of other local agencies who have Joined forces under the 
HIDTA umbrella." Michael F. Sheahan, Sheriff of Cook County, the second largest county 
In the nation, stated: "Our ability to pro-actively investigate narcotic trafficking and related 
crimes is directly linked to maintaining or increasing HID TA funding. Any reduction in this 
most critical resource would have a devastating negative effect on our ability to 
investigate narcotic related crimes and will have an impact on quality of life issues for 
every citizen in Cook County. " 

The HIDTA program has developed and nurtured relationships with federal, state and 
local agencies to the point that they each willingly make considerable unreimbursed 
resource contributions to further mutual drug enforcement goals. State and local 
contributions, however, are substantially more. Reduction or elimination of HIDTA 
program funds would Indicate that the Administration no longer has the same commitment 
to those mutual goals. In such a scenario it is foolish to think that the substantial state 
and local unreimbursed contributions will continue. 

2. State and local agencies that currently participate in the HIDTA program have to decide for 
themselves how many officers and how much equipment, office space or other resources to dedicate 
to HIDTA task forces or initiatives. They have to go through the same long-term budget planning that 
the federal government does to reach those decisions. If each individual HIDTA’s federal budget were 
to fluctuate significantly each year, do you believe that would make it more difficult for state and local 
agencies to commit their resources to HIDTA over the long term? 
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Significant yearly fluctuations would be detrimental to the state and local elements of the HIDTA 
program and most assuredly make it more difficult for them to commit long term resources. Long term 
planning and commitment are the keys to any successful budgetary plan as wall as to planning successful 
narcotic enforcement operations, which often entail lengthy investigations. The assurances fostered by 
the stability of HID TA have allowed state and local agencies to dedicate personnel and resources to 
definitive plans for reducing drug trafficking and its harmful consequences. Any significant variance of 
annual budgetary amounts would jeopardize the success of these plans as well as the faith state and local 
agencies have exhibited in committing their resources. Stale and local agencies who have contributed 
their resources generously in the past to Joint efforts would undoubtedly be inclined to reallocate these 
resources. 

3. The Administration has argued that the HIDTA program now gives too little discretion to 
the federal government to redirect HIDTA resources to respond to the changing drug threat. They 
have stated that locking in each HIDTA’s budget every year means that the program cannot adapt 
when the drug traffickers adapt. Should the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) have 
at least some discretion to reallocate the HIDTA budget? If so, what do you believe is the right 
amount of discretion, and how could that discretion best be used without unduly disrupting each 
HIDTA’s operations? 

Each HIDTA exhibits a regional drug threat which may be different from other regions. The 
success of HIDTA has been due in part to its executive boards which are made up of an equal number of 
federal and state/local law enforcement leaders. These leaders have first hand knowledge of the drug 
threats in their regions and the ability to counter or eliminate these threats by initiating task force 
operations and allocating resources. Some of these threats may be continuing and necessitate long range 
planning and strategy, others may be short term and successfully dealt with through immediate impact 
initiatives. I firmly believe that a steady baseline budget is necessary to allow for long term planning to 
counter continuing threats. The question of dealing with new or changing threats has been problematic In 
the past Chicago 

HIDTA has fortunately been able to reallocate resources to deal with these new or changing threats. 
However, I believe that new or changing threats can be dealt with more successfully and efficiently by 
establishing supplemental funding awards that can be granted by ONDCP after application and review. 
ONDCP should set aside or allocate a certain amount of discretionary funding each year to deal with 
specific and emerging threats in the various HIDTA's. This would involve establishing a method for 
applying for additional funding, reviewing the merits of the threats and awarding grants as expeditiously as 
possible. A reasonable amount to ensure effectiveness, in my opinion, would be $15- $20 million. 

ONDCP discretion should take the form of utilizing the newly initiated PMP process to annually assess the 
effectiveness of the program as a whole as well as individual HIDTA's. This information can then be 
presented to Congress for their determination. 
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4. During the hearing, we discussed the current ONDCP operating guideline for the HIDTA 
program that requires that each HIDTA divide full voting authority on its executive board between 
federal agency representatives on one hand, and state and local agency representatives on the 
other. Can you confirm that your HIDTA currently complies with this directive? 

Yes. The current configuration of the Chicago HIDTA executive board is as follows: 

Federal 

Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives 

Bureau of Immigration and Customs Enforcement 

Drug Enforcement Administration 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 

Internal Revenue Service 

United States Attorney's Office 

United States Marshals Service 

United States Postal Inspection Service 

State/Local 


Chicago Police Department 
Cook County Sheriff’s Office 
Cook County State's Attorney’s Office 
Illinois Attorney General's Office 
Illinois Department of Corrections 
Illinois National Guard 
Illinois State Police 
Tri-County (Kendall County Sheriff) 

5. Do you believe that the uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA program created by the 
Administration's proposals has itself had a negative impact on your HIDTA’s programs? For example, 
could that uncertainty make it more difficult to hire or retain new personnel for your HIDTA’s 
administrative offices, or make it more difficult to obtain personnel, resource, or other commitments 
from state, local, or federal agencies participating in your HIDTA? 

The uncertainty caused by the Administration’s budget proposals regarding HIDTA have been extremely 
disruptive. Because the proposed budget cuts could conceivably have a major impact on the lives and 
livelihoods of HIDTA employees they have been kept apprised of developments. They were candidly advised 
that seeking other employment would not be held against them or affect working relation ships. To their credit, 
all employees have expressed loyalty to HIDTA, continue to perform their duties at an exemplary level and 
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conveyed their consternation at the proposed budget cuts and realignment to OCDETF. At this point Chicago 
HtDTA has lost one valued employee who changed employment due to the uncertainty of the situation. In 
candid conversations a number of other employees admit to making inquiries regarding alternative 
employment for the good of themselves and families. The budget uncertainty has also caused a hiring hiatus 
in that hiring new employees under the current circumstances would be ill advised and unfair. Vendors 
supplying resources have also been reluctant to commit to long term contracts and leases beyond the current 
year. There has also been negative impact on the morale of task force leaders who now question whether long 
term investigations and activities can be brought to a successful conclusion and whether new investigations 
should be initiated. This consternation and disruption, though perhaps unintended, has inadvertently created 
an advantage for drug traffickers. Also, because this proposal is perceived to be a Takeover" by the federal 
government, state and local agencies are fearful they will once again be relegated to a subjugated position. 
The communication between federal, state and local agencies, which has been the hallmark of HIDTA, has 
also suffered to some extent for this same reason. In all dialogue the common question was; Why would 
funding be withdrawn or a potentially disruptive realignment of HIDTA be proposed, or even considered, in 
light of the exemplary accomplishments of HIDTA? 

Thank you very much for all assistance rendered in this matter. 


Sincerely, 



Thomas K. Donahue 
Executive Director 
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New England 
High Intensity 
Drug Trafficking Area 
J3 Branch St.. Suite 9 
Methuen. MA 01844-1947 


April 1,2005 


Chairman Mark E, Souder 
Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, 

Drug Policy and Human Resources 
B-373 Rayburn Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

Response from New England HIDTA 

Dear Chairman Souder: 

Thank you for your support of the HIDTA Program and for your request for 
information regarding the New England HIDTA. I also want to commend you and 
the committee members for seeking the facts about the High Intensity Drug 
Trafficking Area program related to the proposal to reduce funding by $127 million 
and to move the program from ONDCP to the Department of Justice. In response to 
your questions: 

1) “Although each High Intensity Drug T rafficking Area (HIDTA) received a 
certain amount of money from the federal gov ernment to help fund its 
activities, state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA have also 
agreed to dedicate their own resources to HIDTA task forces and initiatives 
- in the form of personnel, equipment, office space, etc. Some of those 
contributions are reimbursed by the federal funds, but not all.” 

a) What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed state and 
local contributions to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA? 

The New England HIDTA’s budget for Fiscal Year 2004 is $2,847,636 for 
the six New England states. The NEHIDTA includes twelve multi-agency 
collocated task forces, one intelligence center, an intelligence initiative in 
Middlesex County, MA and a training initiative. Over two hundred Federal, 
state and local personnel participate in the NEHIDTA and make considerable 
unreimburseable contributions to the NEHIDTA initiatives. The dollar 
amount will be approximate because of the differences in salaries, fringe 
benefits, equipment, etc. I have taken into account that some of our initiatives 
receive funding from other federal programs. Nevertheless, it is a 
conservative number that could vary $ 1 million or so either way. 

The total dollar value of all unreimbursed state and local contributions to 
New England HIDTA is approximately $13,086,398 annually. 
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b) “What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed contributions 
of federal law enforcement agencies to HIDTA initiatives in your 
HIDTA?” 

Approximately $11,118,695 annually. 

c) “Do you believe that, if your HIDTA’s federal program funds were 
reduced or eliminated, that the state and local agencies participating in 
the HIDTA would continue to make all of those unreimbursed 
contributions, or would they be likely to put those resources elsewhere?” 

If the New England HIDTA’s funds were significantly reduced or eliminated 
the state and local agencies would not continue to make the unreimbursed 
contributions and would likely put their resources elsewhere. 

A reduction in NEHIDTA funds would result in the closing of 8 task forces 
and significantly limit the operations of the NEHIDTA intelligence center. 
The NEHIDTA has 12 task forces in 6 states. These task forces are not 
highly funded and funding them at lower levels would create safety issues for 
the law enforcement personnel. As a result, the task forces would be 
eliminated rather than reduced in funding. Reduction of funding in the 
intelligence center would create significant problems in the Watch Center, 
impacting Event and Subject Deconfliction programs as well as critical 
investigative support provided by the NEHIDTA intelligence analysts. The 
elimination of HIDTA Federal program funds would result in the closure of 
the New England HIDTA Investigative Support Center, the only center of its 
kind in the New England region. The NEHIDTA participating state and local 
agencies participate in the New England HIDTA because they have a voice 
and vote on the threat assessment, strategy, task forces and budget in their 
region. The NEHIDTA offers on the job training and experience their officers 
receive from other task force members and the support their investigations 
receive from the intelligence center. They participate because the HIDTA 
program successfully disrupts or dismantles Drug Trafficking Organizations 
in the HIDTA region and also supports local enforcement operations and 
investigations. They participate for all the right reasons that benefit the 
people we all serve. The HIDTA funding they receive is minimal compared 
to the contributions of these agencies. The HIDTA program philosophy of 
cooperation, coordination, communication and collocation would be 
eliminated if funding was drastically reduced or eliminated. 

2) “State and local agencies that currently participate in the HIDTA 

program have to decide for themselves how many officers and how much 
equipment, office space or other resources to dedicate to HIDTA task 
forces or initiatives. They have to go through the same long-term budget 
planning that the federal government does to reach these decisions. If 
each individual HIDTA’s federal budget were to fluctuate significantly 
each year, do you believe that that would make it more difficult for state 
and local agencies to commit their resources to HIDTA over the long 
term?” 
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New England HIDTA task force supervisors and management executives 
have literally worked years to get personnel commitments from local police 
departments for the NEHIDTA. If the budgets fluctuate years of work by 
these supervisors will be lost, NEHIDTA law enforcement personnel require 
leased vehicles, space, equipment and training. Vehicles and space require 
leases and training must be planned in advance so that it does not conflict 
with trials and investigative duties. Fluctuating budgets will render the New 
England HIDTA Program ineffective and we will lose necessary, effective 
state and local support. 

State and local agencies respond to all types of crimes, local and state 
governments, the public, labor unions and special interest groups. Their 
limited budgets must ensure public safety and security and to respond and 
investigate narcotics crimes, homicides, burglaries, suspected terrorist 
activities and a myriad of other administrative and criminal violations. To 
meet all their commitments and accomplish their mission they need to know 
years in advance what their budgets will be so they can decide on a strategy 
implemented through personnel assignments, equipment and training issues. 
If each individual HIDTA’s federal budget were to fluctuate significantly 
each year it would be extremely difficult, to impossible, for state and local 
agencies to commit their resources to HIDTA over the long term. 

3) “The Administration has argued that the HIDTA Program now gives too 
little discretion to the federal government to redirect HIDTA resources to 
respond to the changing drug threat. They have stated that locking in each 
HIDTA’s budget every year means that the program cannot adapt when the 
drug traffickers adapt. Should the Office of National Drug Control Policy 
(ONDCP) have at least some discretion to reallocate the HIDTA budget? If 
so, what do you believe is the right amount of discretion, and how could that 
discretion best be used without unduly disrupting each? 

HIDTAs are level funded each year and have a baseline to plan their budget. 
However, ONDCP’s Bureau of State and local Affairs should be allocated 
discretionary funds to be given to the HIDTAs that need additional funding for 
long term planning and strategies to attack developing threats. This funding 
would also allow ONDCP, in consultation with the HIDTA directors, to allocate 
funds for national projects that would require implementation by the HIDTAs. It 
is suggested that $20 million a year in discretionary funds be allocated for these 
purposes. 

4) “The Administration has proposed transferring the HIDTA program from 
the management of ONDCP to the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement 
Task Force (OCDETF) at the U.S. Department of Justice.” 

a) “Do you support this proposal? If not, why not?” 

I do not support this proposal for a number of reasons as follows: 

• OCDETF and HIDTA are different programs with different missions. 
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• The HIDTA Program is agency neutral and, as a result, can obtain 
cooperation and participation from federal, state and local law 
enforcement. 

• HIDTA Executive Boards, comprised of an equal number of federal and 
state/local enforcement and prosecution executives, meet regularly to 
govern each HIDTA. Conversely, an Assistant United States Attorney 
manages each OCDETF and generally deals with agencies on an 
investigator/supervisor level. 

• HIDTA funded task forces are commingled and collocated with full-time 
federal, state and local law enforcement officers, a concept that OCDETF 
had largely been unable to effect. 

• Each HIDTA initiative proposal includes measurable outputs as part of 
the HIDTA Performance Management Plan. This allows for review by the 
Executive Boards who determine if funding should be continued or 
eliminated. No other federal program that integrates state, local and 
federal assistance and financial awards, allows this level of local 
oversight and direction. 

• The HIDTA Program has worked extremely well and effectively under 
ONDCP’s Bureau of State and Local Affairs. Why is a change necessary 
and potentially negatively impact the program’s effectiveness. 

• Agency cultures and impending turf battles are surmounted daily in favor 
of more suitable cooperation and coordination among participating 
agencies. This is possible because the HIDTA Program is agency neutral. 

• Management of the program requires review of HIDTA threat 
assessments, strategies and budgets. Information gleaned from these 
processes gives the Bureau of State and Local Affairs a unique, accurate 
perspective of drug issues. Congressional wisdom in having ONDCP 
manage the HIDTA program has paid huge dividends for law 
enforcement and the American People. 

• The HIDTA program provides ONDCP’s Bureau of State and Local 
Affairs with a unique link to state and local criminal justice agencies, an 
often-overlooked commodity and partner in our fight against illicit drugs 
and drug-related crime. Many interagency meetings intended to enhance 
cooperation and coordination are attended by ONDCP solely because it 
manages the HIDTA Program. 

• The HIDTA Program has flourished largely because of grass roots 
support by state and local criminal justice agencies. This undaunted 
support comes chiefly because the program is managed by a neutral 
agency with no competing interests in the program resources. ONDCP 
provides the unbiased neutrality, real and perceived, necessary for law 
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enforcement agencies to willingly participate in the program. 

• ONDCP’s Bureau of State and Local Affairs policy making and 
leadership roles are significantly enhanced by using the HIDTA Program 
as a primary vehicle to implement its national policies i.e., connectivity 
between HIDTAs, National Clandestine Laboratory Seizure System, 
National Methamphetamine Initiative and other programs that directly 
impact national drug policy. 

• The HIDTA Program’s national scope provides an immediate pulse on 
regional drug trends and issues while enhancing the capability to 
implement policy nationwide. 

• HIDTA improves ONDCP’s Bureau of State and Local Affairs’ ability to 
promote cooperation and coordination among all levels of criminal justice 
agencies as well as law enforcement, prevention and treatment. 

b) “Do you believe that the state and local agencies you work with would 
prefer to work with the OCDETF program than with HIDTA as it 
currently exists?” 

I do not believe that the state and local agencies I work with would prefer to 
work with the OCDETF program than with HIDTA as it currently exists. The 
state and local agencies have equal representation on the New England 
HIDTA’s Executive Board and an equal vote on budgets and strategies that 
affect the New England Region. They do not have the same representation or 
vote with OCDETF. The HIDTA Program focuses resources on federal 
strategies and goals and at the same time responds to regional and local 
crime, violence and drug problems. HIDTA provides a balanced strategy 
approved by the state, local and federal law enforcement and prosecution 
executives who are board members. HIDTAs attack regional and local drug 
and crime problems before they become national problems. HIDTAs also 
provide many other services that are not required by ONDCP. The New 
England HIDTA has produced a New England-Canadian border threat 
assessment documenting the growing Canadian hydroponic marijuana and 
methamphetamine precursor smuggling threats. In addition, the New England 
HIDTA was the first to document the heroin epidemic and focus the attention 
of law enforcement, treatment providers, prevention specialists and the 
medical community on the problem. Three separate summits were sponsored 
and were very well attended by healthcare professionals and law 
enforcement. The New England - Canadian Border Threat and Heroin 
Summits were the New England HIDTA’s response to state and local 
concerns and requests for strategies and support. 

c) “What are the primary differences, in your opinion, between the 
OCDETF program and the current HIDTA program?” 

• Task Forces: OCDETF’s nine regional “task forces” are non-operational, 
administrative bodies that are labeled task forces solely due to their varied 
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federal participants. They do not perform any enforcement activities. 
HIDTA funded task forces are commingled, collocated, multi-agency, 
operational units made up of federal, state and local officers with various 
missions that include, but are not limited to, money laundering, 
distribution, sales, interdiction, prosecution, violence, gangs and 
intelligence. Many HIDTA task forces are co-managed by a federal and 
state or local law enforcement officer. The 355 HIDTA-funded task 
forces across the country involve over 12,000 personnel (2/3 of which are 
from state and local agencies.) 

• Intelligence and Support Activities: OCDETF has no intelligence 
capabilities of its own nor does it provide any intelligence to law 
enforcement. All intelligence resides within the member’s respective 
agency. OCDETF’s support activity is that of funding. It does not 
provide investigative support beyond prosecution and money. HIDTA 
has intelligence units that: 

o Have multiple local, state and federal as well as commercial databases 
with pointer indices to avoid duplicative investigative effort and 
enhance productivity 
o Provide post-seizure analysis 

o Offer deconfliction of cases, subjects and operational events ensuring 
officer and citizen safety 

o Are connected to national law enforcement cyber pipelines to ensure 
connectivity among HIDTAs and other law enforcement agencies 
o Produce annual threat assessments and special strategic reports 
o Have sub-committees and task force commanders from local, state 
and federal agencies to direct their activities 
o Provide analytical support through all phases of an investigation 
o Conduct pro-active intelligence activities. 

• Funding: The $550 million OCDETF budget primarily funds 
approximately 4,000 federal personnel outside their ageney’s budget. 
These agents and personnel are assigned to their various divisional offices 
carrying out their respective agency’s mission relating to drug 
enforcement and under the direction of the special agent in charge of that 
office. A small percentage of the OCDETF budget directly helps fund 
OCDETF-designated investigations with overtime and travel money for 
state and local law enforcement. The $227 million of HIDTA funding in 
twenty-eight strategic regions goes to support: 

o 355 operational task forces (65% established by HIDTA) 
o 53 intelligence centers (all but one established by HIDTA) 
o 4,428 federal personnel 

o 8,459 state and local personnel of which 1,996 are directly funded by 
the HIDTA Program 

The fact that funding can be distributed among local, state and federal 
agencies at the Executive Board’s direction allows for fiscal flexibility 
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which would be unavailable within the Department of Justice. 

• Structure: OCDETF is a program for federal agencies and managed by a 
federal agency, Department of Justice. The majority of its funding is 
designated for full time federal employees distributed among 
participating federal agencies (see above). No funding is provided for 
sustained analytical/intelligence support, equipment or case development 
(prior to OCDETF designation). It has no operational task forces, pointer 
indices or intelligence capability. Non-federal agencies are not 
represented in their administrative task forces. HlDTAs are governed by 
executive boards that contain an equal number of state/local law 
enforcement agency heads and federal agency administrators. These 
partnershipsj>roduce regional threat assessments, develop strategies to 
attack the threat and implement the strategies with operational task forces. 
They decide the level of funding for each task force and assess results 
annually. Task force commanders are selected from agencies 
participating in HIDTA and lead commingled, collocated officers and 
analytical personnel in their investigative effort. The task forces are 
continually monitored for efficiency and effectiveness by the Executive 
Board. Each task force and ultimately each HIDTA must report their 
success through 0MB compatible performance measures. 

• Operations: OCDETF designated investigations are submitted to 
OCDETF by federal, state and local agencies and/or task forces. The 
designation is generally for funding assistance and the assignment of 
prosecutors on a case-by-case basis. The OCDETF-funded federal 
positions are assigned to work within their respective federal offices 
throughout the United States. Unlike OCDETF, HIDTA task forces 
actually develop and open cases, provide and share intelligence and 
informants that leads to OCDETF investigations and support for other 
OCDETF cases across the country. HIDTA proactively identifies, 
targets, investigates and attempts to disrupt or dismantle international, 
multi-state and local drug trafficking organizations. 

• Flexibility: OCDETF cases are generally major DTOs only brought to 
them by federal agencies. OCDETF doesn’t target threats or maintain the 
flexibility to address problems such as prescription drugs, club drugs, 
clandestine labs, steroids, etc. HIDTA retains the flexibility to both target 
major DTOS but also address regional threats that are identified such as 
heroin and prescription drugs that are causing record drug overdose 
deaths and injuries. 


5) “Current ONDCP operation guidelines for the HIDTA program require 
that each HIDTA divide full voting authority on its executive board between 
federal agency representatives on one hand, and state and local agency 
representatives on the other. The Administration has apparently not yet 
decided whether OCDETF would maintain this practice if given control of 
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a) “Does your HIDTA currently comply with this directive? If not, why 
not? 

New England HIDTA does comply with this directive and each member of 
the executive board has full voting authority. New England has equal 
representation; 9 federal representatives and 9 state/local representatives. All 
six New England states are represented on our board. The Chair of our board 
changes each year and rotates between the federal and state representatives. 
This system works extremely well and provides a neutral platform 
representing each level of government. 

b) “How important is this 50/50 balance on the executive board to the 
overall success of your HIDTA? If that balance was eliminated and 
federal agencies were given majority control of each HIDTA, would that 
have a negative impact on the HIDTAs? If so, how?” 

One of the primary keys to the success of the HIDTA Program is that there 
are relatively balanced executive boards between federal, state and local law 
enforcement leaders giving each an equal voice and ownership of the 
program. If this balance was eliminated and federal agencies would take 
control, it would become just another federal program and many state and 
local participants would eventually leave. State and local law enforcement 
would probably not embrace the program, would not have ownership and 
thus would not have the commitment. The state and local resources to the 
HIDTA Program far outweigh what the federal government has committed. 
The HIDTA Program partners with state and local law enforcement to 
address the drug problem regionally but join the federal government’s 
national drug strategy also nationally. 

6) “Do you believe that the uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA program 
created by the Administration’s proposals has itself had a negative impact 
on your HIDTA’s programs? For example, could that uncertainty make it 
more difficult to hire or retain new personnel for your HIDTA’s 
administrative officers, or make it more difficult to obtain personnel, 
resource, or other commitments from state, local or federal agencies 
participating in your HIDTA?” 

Yes, it has had a significant negative impact on the HIDTA Program. Task force 
supervisors and members of the Management initiative have spent many hours 
bringing new agencies to the New England HIDTA. It is extremely difficult 
obtaining future commitments for personnel and other resources. We are entering 
the planning stage for the Fiscal Year 2006 budget and have received no 
guidance on the budget process. Further, agencies are reluctant to sign contracts, 
make any commitments past this calendar year and employees worried about 
their jobs wilt be seeking employment elsewhere. This has been very disraptive 
and distracting. Task force officers and support personnel are concerned whether 
the task force will be in existence and are reluctant to commit to long term drug 
trafficking organization investigations. The proposal has affected morale for 
those who have worked so hard to make the HIDTA Program a success. The 
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men and women on the street doing the work feel as if they have been given a 
severe blow. The future is now in the hands of Congress and most feel Congress 
will do the right thing. 
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The Honorable Mark E. Souder April 5, 2005 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, 

Drug Policy and Human Resources 
B-373 Rayburn Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

Re: Your letter dated March 17, 2005. 

Response of Mr. John Sommer, Director, Ohio HIDTA 

Dear Chairman Souder: 

Thank you for this opportunity to respond to your questions and to include the below as part of 
the written record before your Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy and Human 
Resources. I want to commend you and the committee members for seeking the facts about the 
High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area program related to the proposal to reduce funding by $127 
million and to move the program from ONDCP to the Department of Justice. In response to your 
questions: 

1 . Although each High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) receives a certain amount of 
money from the federal government to help fund its activities, state and local agencies 
participating in the HIDTA have also agreed to dedicate their own resources to HIDTA task 
forces and initiatives- in the form of personnel, equipment, office space, etc. Some of those 
contributions are reimbursed by the federal funds, but not all. 

a. What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed state and local 
contributions to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA? 

The Ohio HIDTA supports sixteen different initiatives in the state. The program 
includes an Investigative Support Center, a Management and Coordination Unit, a 
Training Unit, twelve multi-agency collocated drug task forces and an interdiction 
initiative with the Ohio State Highway Patrol. The program involves nearly two 
hundred state and local personnel who make significant unreimburseable state and 
local contributions to our initiatives. The dollar amount will be approximate 
because of the differences in salaries, fringe benefits, price per square foot for 
facilities, etc. I have attempted to provide a conservative response and a “best 
estimate.” I have taken into account that some of our initiatives receive funding 
from other federal programs. The total dollar value of all unreimbursed state and 
local contributions to the Ohio HIDTA is approximately $20,570,000 annually. 

b. What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed contributions of federal 
law enforcement agencies to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA? 

Approximately $8,619,000 annually. 
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c. Do you believe that, if your HIDTA’s federal program funds were reduced or 
eliminated, that the state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA would 
continue to make all of those unreimbursed contributions, or would they be likely 
to put those resources elsewhere? 

There is little doubt should the HIDTA funds be significantly reduced or 
eliminated that the state and local agencies would not continue those 
unreimbursed contributions and would likely put their resources elsewhere. In the 
case of the Ohio HIDTA, this resource gap would mean at least half (8) of our 
most successful task forces would be disbanded or significantly reduced with the 
remaining task forces having their operational productivity reduced anywhere 
from 50% to 75%, 

The Akron/Summit County Methamphetaraine Team, part of the Akron/Summit 
County HIDTA Initiative, has had to deal with, by far, the largest clandestine lab 
problem in the State of Ohio. This multi-agency team has been responsible for 
the takedown of one third of all methamphetamine labs in the entire state. 

Captain Baker who commands the Summit County Drug Unit made the flowing 
comments: 

“With the overwhelming support of the Ohio HIDTA ... I feel that the 
Akron/Summit County HIDTA Initiative has become one of the most 
successful and productive initiatives in the nation. I believe that, if we 
lose our HIDTA support, we are doomed. With our level of drug 
traffickers and our high numbers of methamphetamine labs, we cannot 
afford to go back where we were in the 1990’s.” 

Numerous law enforcement administrators and drug unit commanders have said 
that should HIDTA funds be eliminated or significantly reduced, that they could 
not continue to make the contributions they are making to drug enforcement and 
would have to realign their resources. 

2. State and local agencies that currently participate in the HIDTA program have to decide for 
themselves how many officers and how much equipment, office space or other resources to 
dedicate to HIDTA task forces or initiatives. They have to go through the same long-term 
budget planning that the federal government does to reach these decisions. If each individual 
HIDTA’s federal budget were to fluctuate significantly each year, do you believe that that would 
make it more difficult for state and local agencies to commit their resources to HIDTA over the 
long term? 

Although the Ohio HIDTA maintains all contractual obligations with a funding caveat, the 
fluctuation of the federal grant on a yearly basis would increase the difficulty for state and local 
agencies to commit resources for the long term. 

Since an investigation (CPOT, RPOT, OCDETF, etc) typically exceeds 12 months in duration, 
local and state agencies may revert to policing their own communities rather than risk a potential 
financial liability (due to a budget fluctuation) by participating in federally funded investigations 
or Task Forces. In the Ohio HIDTA Program, approximately 17% of the cases are in the CPOT 
category alone with a significant number of the remaining cases as OCDETF designated cases. 
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3. The Administration has argued that the HIDTA program now gives too little discretion to the 
federal government to redirect HIDTA resources to respond to the changing drug threat. They 
have stated that locking in each HIDTA’s budget every year means that the program cannot 
adapt when the drug traffickers adapt. Should the Office of National Drug Control Policy 
(ONDCP) have at least some discretion to reallocate the HIDTA budget? If so, what do you 
believe is the right amount of discretion, and how could that discretion best be used without 
unduly disrupting each HIDTA’s operations? 

On the local level, the federal government has a great deal of discretion representing one half of 
the members of the Ohio HIDTA Executive Board. The Annual Threat Assessment, the 
direction of the strategies of the task forces, evaluation process and individual budgets of each of 
the initiatives are vetted through all board members (full local and federal representation). The 
Ohio HIDTA furthermore particularly leans upon the advice, experience and oversight of the 
lead U.S. Department of Justice OCDETF attorney for case review and evaluation. This is an 
active and ongoing process, which takes place during regularly scheduled meetings. 

The ONDCP does have some discretion to reallocate HIDTA budgets through the form of 
disbursing supplemental funding requests (normally to CPOT or RPOT related cases) on an 
annual basis. 

Because of the balance that presently exists between the local/state and federal law enforcement 
agencies represented on the Ohio Executive Board, there is no need to alter the current budget 
system. The ONDCP Director, with authority over county designations and level of funding 
with supplemental budget recommendations is sufficient. 

4. The Administration has proposed transferring the HIDTA program from the management of 
ONDCP to the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF) at the U. S. 
Department of Justice. 

a. Do you support this proposal? If not, why not? 

I do not support this proposal for a number of reasons as follows: 

• OCDETF and HIDTA are different programs with different missions. 

OCDETF is a program for federal agencies and managed by a federal 
agency, U.S. Department of Justice. The majority of its funding is 
designated for full-time federal employees distributed among participating 
federal agencies. No funding is provided for sustained 
analytical/intelligence support, equipment or case development (prior to 
OCDETF designation). This program has no operational task forces, 
pointer index or intelligence capability. Non-federal agencies are not 
represented in their administrative task forces. 

HlDTAs are governed by Executive Boards that contain an equal number 
of state/local law enforcement agency heads and federal agency heads. 
These partnerships produce regional threat assessments, develop strategies 
to attack the regional drug threat and implement the strategies with 
operational task forces. They decide the level of funding for each task 
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force and evaluate task force performance annually. Task force 
commanders are selected from participating HIDTA agencies and lead 
commingled, collocated task force officers and analytical personnel in 
their investigative efforts. The task forces are continually monitored for 
adherence to their particular mission by the Executive Board. Each task 
force and ultimately each HIDTA must report their success through OMB 
compatible performance measures. 

Investigative Intelligence and Support Activities: 

OCDETF does not have intelligence capabilities of its own nor does it 
provide any intelligence to law enforcement. All intelligence resides 
within the member’s respective agency. OCDETF’s support activity is 
that of funding. It does not provide investigative support beyond 
prosecution and funding. 

HIDTA has intelligence units or Investigative Support Centers that: 

• Have multiple local, state and federal criminal as well as commercial 
databases with pointer index to avoid duplicative investigative effort and 
enhance productivity. 

• Provide post-seizure analysis. 

• Offer deconfliction of cases, subjects and operational events ensuring 
officer and citizen safety. 

• Are connected to national law enforcement cyber pipelines to ensure 
connectivity among HIDTAs and other law enforcement agencies. 

• Produce annual threat assessments, bulletins and special strategic reports. 

• Have sub-committees and task force commanders supervising task forces 
comprised of local, state and federal agencies. 

• Provide analytical, strategic, operational and tactical support of 
investigations. 

• Conduct pro-active intelligence activities to produce informants and 
develop cases. 

Training 

• The Ohio HIDT A has trained over 1 ,000 law enforcement 

personnel in the past 12 months. A HIDTA task force commander 
stated that training for task force officers would decrease an 
average of 50% with the loss of the HIDTA. OCDETF does not 
provide this type of training. 

Regarding the recognized value of the Ohio HIDTA Program. 

As recently as October 1, 2004, John P. Walters, Director of ONDCP, 
announced in a press release that six new counties were designated as High 
Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas (HIDTAs) in the southern region of Ohio. 
He recognized the value of the HIDTA program by stating: 

“The HIDTA program designates geographic areas to which federal 
resources are allocated to link federal, state and local drug enforcement 
4 
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efforts and to optimize the investigative return on limited fiscal and 
personnel resources. Properly targeted, HIDTAs offer greater efficiency 
in countering the illegal drug trade in local areas. Building on the efforts 
to combat drug-related crime and counter drug trafficking, President Bush 
and members of Congress have continued to support the program, which 
currently consists of 28 designated HIDTA regions across the United 
States. The HIDTA Program has achieved a ereat deal of success 
because it is able to break down old barriers between the federal, state 
and local law enforcement aeencies. Coordinating efforts and sharing 
information has (have) extended beyond a single initiative or task 
force, to between initiatives and task forces in a single HIDTA, a 
region, and among HlPTAs nationailv.” 

b. Do you believe that the state and local agencies you work with would prefer to work 
with the OCDETF program than with HIDTA as it currently exists? 

State and local law enforcement agencies prefer to keep the current programs as they 
now exist, separate but each complimenting each other. 

In regards to OCDETF, all concurred that with the loss of HIDTA support, less 
OCDETF cases will be developed. There will be less manpower to support complex 
cases, less shared intelligence from which OCDETF cases will develop, and far less 
collaboration between federal, state and local law enforcement agencies. Many 
OCDETF cases are predicted upon information developed and received at the local 
law enforcement level. 

The Ohio HIDTA has educated hundreds of law enforcement officers in clandestine 
methamphetamine lab awareness. This training continues to be critical to officer and 
citizen safety. Without HIDTA funding, this training will be eliminated or decreased 
significantly. OCDETF offers no such training. 

Any federal funding for state and local law enforcement, to include HIDTA, is 
absolutely critical to cope with the ever-increasing methamphetamine problem in 
Ohio. 


c. What are the primary differences, in your opinion, between the OCDETF program 
and the current HIDTA program? 


The OCDETF program has nine administrative task forces made up of 
federal representatives who evaluate and recommend investigations for 
sponsorship. These administrative task forces do not generate cases. 
They are non-operational bodies that focus on reviewing applications for 
OCDETF assistance, overseeing the disbursement and use of OCDETF 
funding by qualified investigative efforts and reviewing each OCDETF 
case upon its completion. All OCDETF-designated investigations 
originate outside of the program; some qualifying investigations are 
initiated by OCDETF member agencies, while many others are launched 
by state and local law enforcement agencies or HIDTA task forces. 
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The OCDETF program is primarily for federal agencies and managed by a 
federal agency, U.S. Department of Justice, The majority of its funding is 
designated for full-time federal employees distributed among participating 
federal agencies. No funding is provided for sustained 
analytical/intelligence support, equipment or case development (prior to 
OCDETF designation). This program has no operational task forces, 
pointer index or intelligence capability. Non-federal agencies are not 
represented in their administrative task forces, 

HIDTA task force members and analysts, however, do develop cases and 
present them to OCDETF for designation. The HIDTA Program therefore 
compliments the OCDETF Program. OCDETF’s scope encompasses the 
prosecution of significant drug trafficking organizations (DTOs); hence, 
nearly 90% of OCDETF’s funding is limited to paying salaries for federal 
investigators and prosecutors. Investigative expenses and overtime for 
state and local participants comprise approximately 10% of the remaining 
OCDETF budget. Conversely, HIDTA’s budget is more flexible and 
supports intelligence centers, LAN/WAN networks, information 
technology projects, equipment loan pools and the provision of specialized 
investigative support services. Nearly 90% of HIDTA’s expenses are tied 
directly to support major (DTO) investigations. 

HIDTAs are governed by Executive Boards that contain an equal number 
of state/local law enforcement agency heads and federal agency heads. 
These partnerships produce regional threat assessments, develop strategies 
to attack the regional drug threat unique to their areas and implement the 
strategies with operational task forces. They decide the level of funding 
for each task force and evaluate their productivity annually. Task force 
commanders are selected from participating HIDTA agencies and lead 
commingled, collocated task force officers and analytical personnel in 
their investigative efforts. The task forces are continually monitored for 
adherence to their particular mission by the Executive Board. Each task 
force and ultimately each HIDTA must report their success through 0MB 
compatible performance measures. 


5. Current ONDCP operating guidelines for the HIDTA program require that each HIDTA 
divide full voting authority on its executive board between federal agency representatives on one 
hand, and state and local agency representatives on the other. The Administration has apparently 
not yet decided whether OCDETF would maintain this practice if given control of the HIDTA 
program. 

a. Does your HIDTA currently comply with this directive? If not, why not? 

The Ohio HIDTA does comply with this directive by having a total of 16 
Executive Board Members, 8 from local/state agencies, and 8 from federal 
agencies. 
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b. How important is this 50/50 balance on the executive board to the overall success 
of your HIDTA? If that balance were eliminated and federal agencies were given 
majority control of each HIDTA, would that have a negative impact on the 
HIDTAs? If so, how? 

The 50/50 balance is very important to the state and local chiefs, sheriffs, and 
superintendents who are committing to and providing manpower and resources to 
drug task force initiatives with no guarantee of funds being reimbursed through 
forfeitures. If federal law enforcement agencies were given total control, most of 
the local and state agencies would pull their people back to their home agencies. 

The HIDTA management structure, as an equal balance, creates a “level playing 
field” among federal, state and local partners who understand all aspects of law 
enforcement and put the interest of the HIDTA above their own. HIDTA 
directors act as neutral brokers for participating agencies and are charged with 
carrying out the collective policy decisions of their Executive Boards, whereas an 
Assistant United States Attorney manages each OCDETF case and generally 
relates to agencies on an invesligalor/supervisor level. Other than the HIDTA 
program, no other law enforcement grant program of the federal government 
integrates the leadership and cooperation state, local and federal agencies from 
top to bottom. 

6. Do you believe that the uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA program created by the 
Administration’s proposals has itself had a negative impact on your HlDTA’s programs? For 
example, could that uncertainty make it more difficult to hire or retain new personnel for your 
HlDTA’s administrative offices, or make it more difficult to obtain personnel, resource, or other 
commitments from state, local, or federal agencies participating in your HIDTA? 

The Administration’s proposal has already alerted state and local agencies to the possibility that 
funding may not be available past 12/31/05. This has caused a negative impact on services issues 
such as vehicle leases and communication service contracts. The local agencies are allocating 
time and resources to review commitments that extended beyond 12/31/05 and to renegotiate 
with vendors for the possibility of shorter contract commitments. 

Since all Ohio HIDTA personnel (staff) contracts are through an Ohio municipality, 
all benefits such as health insurance, worker’s comp and retirement benefits are tied directly to 
the state system. Some benefits require a minimum of five service years to qualify. The lack of 
uncertainty regarding the possible loss of employment through the HIDTA is devastating, 
demoralizing and will make it increasingly difficult to recruit career-minded 
staff members. 

Finally, during the normal course of business, the ability to receive competative market prices or 
cost-saving contracts from vendors that transact with the HIDTA often stems from the 
commitments from the local agencies and the reimbursement “pledge” of the HIDTA through 
ONDCP. Further favorable terms are obtained from the unquantifiable benefit the vendor 
obtains from being a HIDTA supplier. That future “pledge” and any potential benefits are no 
longer as valuable due to the tenuousness of the HlDTA’s program existence that the 
administration’s proposal has generated. 

In summary, once state, local and federal agencies, along with commercial vendors, perceive the 
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lack of continuity of the HIDTA program, the commitments will diminish severely and the 
program’s effectiveness will also diminish. Unfortunately, the proposed FY 2006 President’s 
Budget has begun this process. Therefore, it is extremely important to urgently address and 
resolve this matter. The longer the future of the HIDTA program is up for discussion, the greater 
the negative impact it will have on unified law enforcement efforts in this country and therefore 
“short change” its citizens who as taxpayers will pay a heavy price in the war against drug 
trafficking. 


Sincerely yours. 



John B. Sommer 
Executive Director 
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1. Although each High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) 
receives a certain amount of money from the federal government to 
help fund its activities, state and local agencies participating in the 
HIDTA have also agreed to dedicate their own resources to HIDTA 
task forces and initiatives - in the form of personnel, equipment, 
office space, etc. Some of those contributions are reimbursed by 
federal funds, but not all. 

a. What is the approximate dollar value of all unreirabursed state 
and local contributions to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA? 

In the Washington/Ballimore HIDTA, state and local contributions 
consist primarily of personnel, overtime funding, vehicles and 
certain operating expenses. Based upon feedback from our 
participating agencies, we estimate that state and local law 
enforcement contribute $16,825,696 annually to the HIDTA 
Program. 

b. What is the approximate dollar value of all reimbursed 
contributions of federal law enforcement agencies to HIDTA 
initiatives in your HIDTA? 

Federal contributions to the W/B HIDTA Program total $18,435, 
098 annually. 

c. Do you believe that, if your HIDTA’s federal program funds 
were reduced or eliminated, that the state and local agencies 
participating in the HIDTA would continue to make all those 
unreimbursed contributions, or would they be likely to put 
those resources elsewhere? 

Without HIDTA funding, state and local agencies would not be 
able to continue their same level of support for HIDTA Program. 
State and local agencies rely upon HIDTA funding to augment and 
enhance their drug enforcement efforts, HIDTA funding 
encourages and allows them to focus more of their resources on 
drug enforcement. This “leveraging" translate into greater levels 
of information sharing, strategic planning and case coordination. 
Intangible issues, such as co-location, which can not easily be 
measured in terms of funding, would be eliminated should HIDTA 
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funding be diminished or should the HIDTA Program be placed 
under OCDETF. 


2. State and local agencies that currently participate in the HIDTA 
program have to decide for themselves how many officers and how 
much equipment, office space or other resources to dedicate to 
HIDTA task forces or initiatives. They have to go through the same 
long-term budget planning that the federal government does to reach 
these decisions. If each individual HIDTA’s federal budget were to 
fluctuate significantly each year, do you believe that that would make 
it more difficult of state and local agencies to commit their resources 
to HIDTA over the long term? 

Most definitely. 

The assignment of officers, the execution of leases for office space and 
vehicles are only a few of the commitments that are determined primarily 
by the HIDTA budget. For the past eleven years, W/B HIDTA initiatives 
have functioned with the expectation of continued funding based upon 
performance. Although, each participating agency accepts the fact that the 
budget may fluctuate slightly based upon regional needs and their 
performance, the consistency of funding has allowed all the participating 
agencies to plan and allocate their resources to the advantage of the 
HIDTA Program. They have been able to balance their participation with 
HIDTA with other pressing needs. As a result, the initiatives have been 
stable over time and consequently have yielded excellent performance 
outcomes. 

Without the stable funding, the W/B HIDTA successes would not have 
been possible. If budgets fluctuated wildly from year to year, the 
involvement of federal, state and local law enforcement agencies would 
vary in direct proportion. One of the reasons that the W/B HIDTA has 
been so successful in dealing with dmg issues has been the commitment of 
federal, state and local law enforcement. The long-term commitment is, 
by necessity, tied to the expectation that program funding will continue at 
a consistent level. 

All of the HIDTA initiatives are co-located. In W/B HIDTA, there are 
four co-location sites, each with a five year lease. The leasing 
corporations managing these sites require that new leases be signed six 
months in advance. In addition to the office space, the budgets for the 
W/B HIDTA initiatives include funds for leasing vehicles. Although these 
leases are for a term of one year, the procurement process starts six 
months prior to signing the contract. Without confirmed funding, the W/B 
HIDTA initiatives cannot engage in these agreements. Co-location of the 
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initiatives is a HE)! A Program requirement and is vital for creating and 
maintaining a cooperative and coordinated drug enforcement environment. 

The year to year fluctuation of funding would have a devastating effect 
upon the W/B HIDTA and all other HIDTAs. HIDTAs are made possible 
because of the contributions made by the state and local law enforcement 
agencies. Without the assurance of consistent funding the participating 
state and local agencies could not realistically continue their involvement. 

3. The Administration has argued that the HIDTA program now gives 
too little discretion to the federal government to redirect HIDTA 
resources to respond to the changing drug threat. They have stated 
that locking each HIDTA’s budget every year means that the HIDTA 
cannot adapt when drug traffickers adapt. Should the Office of 
National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) have at least some discretion 
to reallocate the HIDTA budget? If so, what do you believe is the 
right amount of discretion, and how could that discretion best be used 
without unduly disrupting HIDTA’s operations? 

Two of the HIDTA Program’s most positive aspects are the flexibility and 
adaptability it offers to participating agencies in designing and 
implementing regional drug control strategies. Through its participating 
agencies, each HIDTA region is able to assemble myriad data and 
expertise on its specific drug threats. Each region’s executive board 
provides a forum for frank and open discussion of regional drug threats 
and ensures that federal, state and local government input is integrated into 
the HIDTA’s regional drug control strategy. 

It is difficult to see how ONDCP staff would be in a better position than 
that region’s executive board and participating agencies to determine what 
the focus should be for each HIDTA region. The HIDTA directors are not 
aware of any federal data sources on drug trafficking or drug-related crime 
that are accessible exclusively to ONDCP staff and would provide them 
with this level of insight. ONDCP maintains an interagency committee to 
advise the Director on the HIDTA Program and the agencies represented 
on this committee already have a strong voice in determining HIDTA 
regions’ strategies and budgets through the participation of their field 
offices in HIDTA executive boards and task forces. Finally, ONDCP has 
not generated any significant evaluative research on the various 
approaches used by the HIDTA regions to address drug trafficking. The 
National HIDTA Program staff concentrates its efforts on budget and 
program policy compliance issues and has not been tasked with 
conducting in-depth evaluations of drug enforcement strategies. 

The Administration’s contention that it does not have sufficient discretion 
to effectively manage and direct the HIDTA Program is puzzling. The 
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Director of ONCP has sufficient authority under the existing authorizing 
legislation to effectively manage the program. He alone can designate 
HIDTA regions; while the authorizing legislation does require some 
consultation, it is clear the Director of ONDCP has final authority in 
designation decisions. He approves the HIDTA Program’s policy 
guidance and, with the help of the National HIDTA Program staff, reviews 
and authorizes each HIDTA region’s budget on a yearly basis. If the 
Director wishes to revise the HIDTA Program’s mission, impose 
additional requirements for HIDTA designation, alter the budget process 
to take national priorities into account, or encourage HIDTA regions to 
adopt particular strategies, he appears to have ample authority to do so, 
subject only to the approval of the Administration and Congress. 

The National HIDTA Directors do not feel that there is any need to alter 
the HIDTA Program’s existing budget system. The Director of ONDCP 
already wields the authority he needs to effectively guide the program 
through his designation, management and budget authorities. 
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4. During the hearing, we discussed the current ONDCP operating 
guideline for the HIDTA program that requires each HIDTA divide 
full voting authority on its executive board between federal agencies 
on one hand, and state and local agency representatives on the other. 
Can you confirm that your HIDTA currently complies with this 
directive? 

As required by ONDCP’s HIDTA Program Policy, the W/B HIDTA 
Executive Board maintains an even balance of Federal and state and local 
law enforcement and criminal justice agencies on its Executive Board (see 
table below). 

The W/B HIDTA is unique among the nation’s HIDTA regions in 
sponsoring treatment/ criminal justice initiatives aimed at providing 
effective coerced treatment programs for repeat drug offenders in the 
criminal justice system. To ensure fair representation of agencies 
providing treatment services, the Executive Board sought and received 
from ONDCP an exemption to a HIDTA Program policy limiting 
Executive Boards to sixteen members. All of the treatment/criminal 
justice initiative representatives are drawn from state and local agencies as 
the federal government does not play an active role in delivering treatment 
services at the local level. 


Washington/Baltimore HIDTA Executive Board 

Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice Agencies 


Federal (8 seats) 

State and Local (8 seats) 

DEA 

Maryland State Police 

FBI 

Maryland Division of Parole and 

Probation 

ICE 

Virginia State Police 

ATFE 

Arlington County Police Department 

United States Attorney/District of Columbia 

Baltimore Police Department 

United States Attorney/District of Maryland 

Commonwealth’s Attorney - Arlington 
County 

United States Attomey/Eastern District of 
Virginia 

Prince George’s County Police 

Department 

Administrative Office of the US Courts 

State’s Attorney - City of Baltimore 


Treatment/Criminal Justice Initiative Representatives 


State and Local (4 seats) 

Arlington County Substance Abuse Services 

Court Supervision and Offender Services Agency 

Maryland Alcohol and Drug Abuse Administration 
Maryland Governor’s Office of Crime Control and Prevention 
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5. Do you believe that the uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA program 
created by the Administration’s proposals has itself had a negative 
impact on your HIDTA’s programs? For example, could that 
uncertainty make it more difficult to hire or retain new personnel for 
your HIDTA’s administrative offices, or make it difficult to obtain 
personnel, resource, or other commitments from state, local, or 
federal agencies participating in your HIDTA? 

Yes. 

The uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA Program has put many actions on 
hold for the W/B HIDTA. There are leases that have to be signed, 
positions to be filled and new initiatives on hold. The participating law 
enforcement agencies are wondering how to best manage their staff 
allocations. In some cases, new officers were to be added to initiatives to 
expand their workforce. The federal, state and local agencies involved in 
designating personnel for these positions are waiting to see what the final 
decisions will be for the HIDTA Program before they make a final 
commitment. 

The men and women involved in the W/B HIDTA initiatives are 
questioning how the Administration could even consider reducing HIDTA 
fiinding when their efforts over the last ten years have resulted in the 
seizure of $161 million dollars in drug assets and over 51,000 kilograms 
of illicit drugs being removed from the region. They are worried that the 
gains they have made in fighting the drug problem will soon be lost. This 
sense of uncertainty has had a direct effect on the morale of all personnel 
working for HIDTA Program. 

By design each HIDTA executive board consists of one state or local 
representative for every federal agency represented. The Administration’s 
budget proposal has created an unwarranted division within the W/B 
HIDTA Executive Board, with state and local agencies on one side and 
some federal agencies on the other. Our Executive Board has been in 
operation for eleven years. Over time, it has become a very decisive, 
responsive, and cohesive governing body. The strain created by the 
Administration has disrupted the Board’s ability to perform and has the 
potential for impairing heretofore excellent working relationships among 
participating agencies. 

In many ways, it will take time to repair the damage caused already 
through the Administration’s budget proposal. None of us involved in the 
HIDTA Program understand the rational for such a drastic and devastating 
step. The Administration has yet to produce evidence that the HIDTAs 
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have not performed well or that it would be better managed under 
OCDEFT. What the Administration has done is to propose altering an 
effective drug control program that has demonstrated positive performance 
measurements and made a significant impact on drug trafficking 
organizations across the nation. 

The following quotes offer some insight into the value state and local law 
enforcement place on the W/B HIDTA. 

Thomas E. Hutchins 
Secretary Maryland State Police 

“The Washington Baltimore HIDTA has been instrumental in coordinating 
and funding complex drug investigations that have directly impacted the 
safety of Maryland’s citizens. This significant budget reduction will have 
an immediate and devastating impact on Maryland’s drug enforcement 
and drug treatment efforts. Maryland State Police, in addition to many 
local police agencies in Maryland, have devoted considerable resources to 
partner with federal law enforcement agencies.” 

Leonard Hamm 

Police Commissioner for the Baltimore Police Department 

“There are those that question the value of HIDTA. They simply haven’t 
taken the time to look at these measurable lifesaving results.” 


Response to Congressional Questions 
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South Texas HIDTA 

8600 Wurzbach Road, Suite 802 

San Antonio, Texas 78240 

(210)692-1532 

(210) 692- 1891 (Fax) 

E-Mail: STX_Director@stx.hidta,net 


April 4, 2005 


The Honorable Mark Souder 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, 

Drug Policy and Human Resources 
B-373 Rayburn Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

Re; Southwest Border South Texas HIDTA 

Dear Chairman Souder: 

We appreciate your effort to obtain input from HIDTA Directors concerning the counter 
drug effort addressed in the Administration’s Fiscal Year 2006 budget. Thank you for an 
opportunity to provide comments from frontline Law Enforcement Agencies (LEA) and 
associated professional organizations concerning perspectives regarding the successes 
and needs in HIDTA regions. The proposed $127 million reduction in Federal counter 
nareotics support, as well as the movement of the HIDTA Program to the Department of 
Justice, raises concerns regarding continued Federal State, and local cooperation, 
information exchange, and participation in joint counter narcotics effort across the nation. 
In response to your specific questions, the following is provided. 

1) “Although each High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) received a 
certain amount of money from the federal government to help fund its activities, 
state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA have also agreed to dedicate 
their own resources to HIDTA task forces and initiatives - in the form of personnel, 
equipment, office space, etc. Some of those contributions are reimbursed by the 
federal funds, but not all.” 

a) “What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed state and local 
contributions to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA?” The Southwest Border, South 
Texas (SWB, STX) HIDTA involves 22 commingled and collocated multi-agency task 
forces covering 14 counties in Texas adjoining the border of the United States of America 
and Mexico. The task forces consist of five money-laundering task forces, eight counter 
narcotics task forces, six investigative support elements or centers, one interdiction task 
force, one training element, and one management and coordination support element force. 
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More than 500 law enforcement officers from 43 Federal, State, and local Law 
Enforcement Agencies (LEA) work in the SWB STX HIDTA task forces to reduce the 
illicit narcotics within this region and the nation. Through association with neighboring 
Federal, State, and local LEA, these task forces indirectly support numerous anti- 
smuggling (human, animal, terrorist, consumer goods, etc.) efforts along the border 
region. An approximate dollar value of state and local non-Federally reimbursed costs of 
counter-narcotics efforts alone, which state and local LEA absorb (salaries, fringe 
benefits, price per square foot for facilities, etc), is $24,1 12,175. These expenses are 
conservative and a best estimate of the State and local LEA support. Federal 
reimbursable expenses, received through other Federal, State, or local programs, are not 
included these estimates 

b) “What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed contributions of 
federal law enforcement agencies to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA?” Though 
considered to be costs of the normal operations in the counter drug effort of Federal LEA, 
a total of $25,544,000 is estimated to be the amount of funds ‘brought to the table’ for the 
counter narcotics effort within the SWB, STX HIDTA. These funds, nor the state and 
local funds, can measure the impact of the LEA efforts within the region due to the 
immeasurable impact made available due to the collocation and commingling of these 
Federal agency elements with State and local LEA in the counter narcotics, and 
associated narco-terrorist effort, within the region. 

c) “Do you believe that, if your HIDTA’s federal program fund were reduced 
or eliminated, that the state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA would 
continue to make all of those unreimbursed contributions, or would they be likely to 
put those resources elsewhere?” The impact of a reduction or elimination of HIDTA 
Program funds would devastate the SWB, STX HIDTA counter drug effort. Without the 
federal funding, most, if not all, the intelligence, interdiction, investigation, and 
associated prosecution efforts would be impacted negatively. State and local resources 
associated with the HIDTA Program would in all probability be refocused to address 
more local illicit drug activity and not continue to address major regional and national 
counter drug efforts. This is due to the mission of the HIDTA Program normally 
addressing those illegal activities above and beyond their normal LEA abilities. For the 
SWB, STX HIDTA, the six investigative support centers, five money-laundering task 
forces, and the training support task force would be severely reduced or eliminated if 
HIDTA funding is reduced or eliminated. The efforts of the eight counter drug task 
forces would be severely reduced or eliminated. The interdiction effort would also be 
severely reduced or eliminated. Coupled with the reduction of the Byme and COPS 
programs, the counterdrug effort across the region and state would be significantly 
reduced or eliminated in most of the areas. 

2) “State and local agencies that currently participate in the HIDTA program 
have to decide for themselves how many officers and how much equipment, office 
space or other resources to dedicate to HIDTA task forces or initiatives. They have 
to go through the same long-term budget planning that the federal government does 
to reach these decisions. If each individual HIDTA’s federal budget were to 
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fluctuate significantly each year, do you believe that that would make it more 
difficult for state and local agencies to commit their resources to HIDTA over the 
long term?” State and local governments can’t depend on a program with an annually 
fluctuating budget. Current Federal budgetary systems already cause HIDTA 
participating State or local agencies, unlike Federal agencies, to ‘front’ operating or 
salary expenses until Congressional budgetary appropriations and subsequent grants 
arrive. Issues at the State and local level focus on other than HIDTA Program illicit 
narcotics efforts, therefore a HIDTA program focus is missed. The HIDTA Program 
allows state and local agencies to participating in a program giving equal recognition and 
support under the umbrella of the HIDTA Program. Without the HIDTA umbrella, state 
and local agency administrators wonder of the focus of Federal counter narcotics program 
as it applies to regional or local counter narcotic programs. This is important as local 
government committed based on an established long term focus and budgets, therefore 
resources are they commit resources, contracts, leases, automation support and associated 
computer developments on published Congressional mandates. Due to the stability of the 
HIDTA Program, the state and local law enforcement administrators have gained some 
confidence, that short of productivity issues, the HIDTA funds will be available, and they 
can continue to do long-term planning. It is almost impossible to address any threat and 
implement associated effective strategies if Congress doesn’t communicate policies and 
program goals, 

3) “The Administration has argued that the HIDTA Program now gives too 
little discretion to the federal government to redirect HIDTA resources to respond 
to the changing drug threat. They have stated that locking in each HIDTA’s budget 
every year means that the program cannot adapt when the drug traffickers adapt. 
Should the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) have at least some 
discretion to reallocate the HIDTA budget? If so, what do you believe is the right 
amount of discretion, and how could that discretion best be used without unduly 
disrupting each HIDTA’s operations?” Currently, each HIDTA provides the ONDCP 
with an annually updated regional Threat Assessment approved by Federal Special 
Agents in Charge, State Narcotics LEA as well as local LEA, Of note, one of the many 
positive aspects of the HIDTA Program is its ability and flexibility to adapt to meet the 
changing regional drug threat. Each HIDTA region has a slightly different illicit drug 
threat, which cannot be effectively addressed from a centralized Federal location. The 
focus should continue to be at a regionally focused level by HIDTA Executive Boards or 
Committees. For the federal government to indicate they don’t have the discretion to 
respond to the changing drug threat indicates there is no comprehension of the Drug 
Threat and its associated regional problem. The federal government, along with state and 
local government, must continue its regional focus and associated discretion to direct 
HIDTA resources in response to each regional drug threat as it affects the nation. 

Each HIDTA has an established baseline, 2004, to use and implement a long-term 
platming strategy and its impact on the nation. However, the ONDCP’s Bureau of State 
and Local Affairs should maintain a certain discretionary amount of funds over the 
baseline to allow some flexibility to direct funds to developing ‘hot-spot’s across the 
nation, which demand a national focus on counter narcotics issues. This flexibility would 
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allow the opportunity to test new strategies and techniques to reduce developing illicit 
narcotics issues. This methodology has been a winning technique in the HIDTA 
Program’s methodology. The Congress should address this successful methodology and 
capitalize on its successes. The HIDTA directors can be in a key advisory role since they 
are involved with federal, state and local law enforcement throughout the nation 
interacting with the top law enforcement leaders in this country as well as the officers 
implementing the strategy. 

4) “The Administration has proposed transferring the HIDTA program from 
the management of ONDCP to the Organized Crime rug Enforcement Task Force 
(OCDETF) at the U.S. Department of Justice.” 

a) “Do you support this proposal? If not, why not?” Movement of the HIDTA 
Program to the OCDETF Program is not an informed decision. The SWB STX HIDTA 
does not support this proposal. 

OCDETF and HIDTA are different programs with different missions. 

Since the executive boards are made up of an equal number of federal and state/local 
representatives, placing HIDTA under DOJ could potentially or be perceived as Justice 
members being afforded the ability to vote as a block. Department of Justice personnel 
such as the U.S. Attorney, DEA, FBI, ATF and U.S. Marshals Service are on many if not 
all the boards. Currently, there is no ONDCP representative on any of the boards and 
thus nobody from the management agency to exert pressure. There is an equal 
representation on the Executive Committee in South Texas between Federal and 
State/local LEA. 

The HIDTA Program works extremely well and effectively under ONDCP’s Bureau of 
State and Local Affairs, where each Executive Committee has equal representation 
between Federal and State/Local LEA. If it isn’t broke, why change it? 

If HIDTA is moved to the DOJ, how could the DOJ effectively and objectively maintain 
an appearance of objectively and an appearance of neutrality and for an unbiased opinion 
within the HIDTA Program, as most Federally managed Programs, DEA, FBI, DHS, etc. 
are under the auspices of the DOJ? 

Age-old agency cultures and impending turf battles are surmounted daily in favor of 
more suitable cooperation and coordination among participating agencies. These 
significant and unprecedented outcomes would not occur if HIDTA were under the 
stewardship of a Justice agency. 

Management of the program requires review of HIDTA threat assessments, strategies and 
budgets. Information gleaned from these processes gives the ONDCP, Bureau of State 
and Local Affairs a unique, accurate perspective of drug issues. Congressional wisdom 
in having ONDCP manage the HIDTA program has paid huge dividends for law 
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enforcement and the American People. 

The HIDTA program provides ONDCP’s Bureau of State and Local Affairs with a 
unique link to state and local criminal justice agencies, an often-overlooked commodity 
and partner in our fight against illicit drugs and drug-related crime. Many interagency 
meetings intended to enhance cooperation and coordination are attended by ONDCP 
solely because it manages the HIDTA Program. 

The HIDTA Program flourishes largely because of grass roots support by state and local 
criminal justice agencies. This support comes chiefly because the program is managed 
with no competing agency interests in the program resources. ONDCP provides the 
unbiased neutrality, real and perceived, necessary for law enforcement agencies to 
willingly participate in the program. 

ONDCP’s Bureau of State and Local Affairs policy making and leadership causes the 
HIDTA Program to be a primary vehicle for the implementation of a national policy 
(i.e., connectivity between HIDTAs, National Clandestine Laboratory Seizure System, 
National Methamphetamine Initiative and other programs directly impacting national 
drug policy). 

The HIDTA Program’s national scope provides an immediate response for the 
Administration and national LEA to provide a measurement of regional drug trends and 
issues, while enhancing the capability to implement policy nationwide. 

HIDTA improves the nation’s ability to promote cooperation and coordination among all 
levels of criminal justice agencies as well as among law enforcement, prevention and 
treatment. 

The HIDTA Program provides for an equal partnership between Federal, State and local 
law enforcement leaders tailored for a regional approval and goals yet tied to the national 
mission. 

“Without HIDTA, the nation’s counter-narcotics effort is a disjointed effort focused on 
regional issues led by politics and not the needs of the nation.” 

b) “Do you believe that the state and local agencies you work with would prefer 
to work with the OCDETF program than with HIDTA as it currently exists?” No. 

The OCDETF Program, though a recognized effort, does not give local and state 
elements equal representation and voting rights within their region. The OCDETF 
Program is a prosecution and Federal investigative program, which often does not 
recognize local or state efforts. Since this proposal has been recommended, many Chiefs 
of Police and SherifFs have voiced or stated their concerns with LEA partners within in 
the HIDTA Program. 
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c) “What are the primary differences, in your opinion, between the OCDETF 
program and the current HfDTA program?” 

Task Forces: The regional OCDETF task forces are non-operational, administrative 
bodies labeled task forces due to their varied federal participants. They do not perform 
any enforcement activities. HIDTA funded task forces are commingled, collocated, 
multi-agency, operational units made up of Federal, State and local officers with various 
missions that include money laundering, distribution, sales, interdiction, prosecution, 
violence, gangs and intelligence. The HIDTA-fimded task forces across the country 
involve personnel dedicated to their region and the impact of illicit drug trafficking 
across s the nation. 

Intelligence and Support Activities: The HIDTA Intelligence activities provide a service 
not equaled by the OCDETF community. The HIDTA Program also provides a support 
element for all LEA, not just a select few within the OCDETF community, an important 
element in the counter-terrorist and counter narcotics arena. HIDTA has intelligence 
units that: 

Provide multiple local, state and federal as well as commercial databases with 
pointer indices to avoid duplicative investigative effort and enhance productivity 
Provide post-seizure analysis 

Offer deconfliction of cases, subjects and operational events ensuring officer and 
citizen safety 

Are connected to national law enforcement cyber pipelines to ensure connectivity 
among HIDTAs and other law enforcement agencies 
Produce annual threat assessments and special strategic reports 
Have sub-committees and task force commanders from local, state and federal 
agencies to direct their activities 

Provide analytical support through all phases of an investigation 

Conduct pro-active intelligence activities to produce informants and develop 

cases 

Funding: The OCDETF budget primarily funds approximately 4,000 federal personnel 
outside their agency’s budget. These agents and personnel are assigned to their various 
offices carrying out their respective agency’s mission relating to drug enforcement and 
under the direction of the special agent in charge of that office, A small percentage of the 
OCDETF budget directly helps fund OCDETF-designated investigations with overtime 
and travel money for state and local law enforcement. The HIDTA funding goes to 
support: 

Operational task forces (65% established by HIDTA) 

Intelligence centers (all but one established by HIDTA) 

Counter drag funds for federal persoimel 
Counter drag funds for state and local personnel 
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Structure: Executive Committees and Boards govern HIDTAs and contain an equal 
number of state/local law enforcement agency heads and federal agency administrators. 
These partnerships produce regional threat assessments, develop strategies to attack the 
threat and implement the strategies with operational task forces. They decide the level of 
funding for each task force and assess results annually. Task force commanders are 
selected from agencies participating in HIDTA and lead commingled, collocated officers 
and analytical personnel in their investigative effort. 

Operations: HIDTA task forces actually develop and open cases, provide and share 
intelligence and informants leading to OCDETF investigations and support of other 
OCDETF cases across the country. HIDTA proactively identifies, targets, investigates 
and attempts to disrupt or dismantle international, multi-state and local drug trafficking 
organizations. 

Flexibility: HIDTA retains the flexibility to both target major DTOs but also address 
regional threats that are identified such as methamphetamine and clandestine labs. Meth 
labs have been a major threat for many HIDTAs. 

5) “Current ONDCP operation guidelines for the HIDTA program require that 
each HIDTA divide full voting authority on its executive board between federal 
agency representatives on one hand, and state and local agency representatives on 
the other. The Administration has apparently not yet decided whether OCDETF 
would maintain this practice if given control of the HIDTA program.” 

a) “Does your HIDTA currently comply with this directive? If not, why not?” 
The SWB, SIX HIDTA has an equal representation and voting membership between 
Federal and State/local LEA. This arrangement has served the community well with no 
problems. 

b) “How important is this 50/50 balance on the executive board to the overall 
success of your HIDTA? If that balance were eliminated and federal agencies were 
given majority control of each HIDTA, would that have a negative impact on the 
HIDTAs? If so, how?” One of the primary keys to the success of the HIDTA Program 
is there are relatively balanced executive boards between federal, state and local law 
enforcement leaders giving each an equal voice and ownership of the program. If this 
balance were eliminated and federal agencies would take control, it would become just 
another federal program, and many state and local participants would eventually leave. 
State and local law enforcement would probably not embrace the program, would not 
have ownership and thus, would not have the commitment. The state and local resources 
to the HIDTA Program far outweigh what the federal government has committed. The 
HIDTA Program addresses the dmg problem regionally and joins the federal government 
in addressing the national drug strategy. 

6) “Do you believe that the uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA program 
created by the Administration’s proposals has itself had a negative impact on your 
HIDTA’s programs? For example, could that uncertainty make it more difficult to 
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hire or retain new personnel for your HIDTA’s administrative officers, or make it 
more difficult to obtain personnel, resource, or other commitments from state, local 
or federal agencies participating in your HIDTA?” Yes, it has had a significant 
negative impact on the HIDTA Program. Agencies are reluctant to sign contracts, make 
any commitments past this calendar year and employees worried about their jobs are 
seeking employment elsewhere. This has been very disruptive. Task force officers and 
support personnel are concerned whether the task force will be in existence and are 
reluctant to commit to long term drug trafficking organization investigations. The 
proposal has affected morale for those who have worked so hard to make the HIDTA 
Program a success. The men and women on the street doing the work feel as if they have 
been given a severe blow. The proposal has created some sense of separation between 
those members of the board in Justice who, for the most part, understandably refrain from 
getting involved in this issue. This has put a strain on relationships and communications 
between our state/local and federal agencies and w'ill need some mending for the future. 
The future is now in the hands of Congress and most feel Congress will do the right 
thing. 


Sincerely, 


Vernon P. Parker 
Director 

SWB, STX HIDTA 
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400 2nciAve.W.,Seo}tle.WA 98119 • 206*352*3600 • fax 206*352*3699 


April 5. 2fX)5 


The Kojn.'ratilc Miuk Srnider 

C'hainTuif). SuKrurnntiltee on Criminal luslicc. 

rinji; PisiTcy iind Human Resources 
B-_'73 Kayhnm Building 
Wushiugion. I>.C. 20515 

RB; Northwest UIDTA Director’s Response 

I Xun Ciiaii iUiiJi Soudci: 


Tiwr.K you for gjvmg my colleagues and f ihe apportimiiy to address the specific issues 
aitemiant to your question as to whether Federal, slate imd local cooperanon is 
jeopardized h> die allocatii^is pniposcd for the IIIDTA. Byrne Gram and other law 
enforcement programs jn the FY ^506 Drug Control Budget. My responses to your 
inquiry arc enckwed with this correspondence. 

Youi aiiention and concern for this inaiter i.s greaiiy appreciated, as are your efforts to 
obtain the facts aboiu the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area program, Tlic proposal 
to reduce ihc piogrmn ImUgct by $127 million and to transfer the HIBTA prtjgrain from 
ONDCP to the Department of .lustice OCDBTl- program is extremely troubling, 
panicidtuiy a.s the [>roposul docs not appear in be based on those sanic facts. 

Pk,a.sc foci I'rt'c to conttict me at your convenience should you liave any que.si ions cir 
concerns regarding the information provided in ths* enclosed document Again, thank yore 
for your iniercst and advocacy concerning (his issue, 


Sinccro-ly. 




/ 


Dave Rodriguez, Difectoi^ 


tt'. Natiixis! HliVS'A .S'CjtKiwifsfi 

Mi.fib.v.c.vi '“fiTO'-A ttiw-ca-.v ijiiara Chair 
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COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE, DRUG POLICY AND HUMAN 
RESOURCES 

"FY 2006 Drug Control Budget and the Byrne Grant, HIDTA, 
and other law enforcement programs: Are we jeopardizing 
federal, state and local cooperation?" 

MARCH 10, 2005 

QUESTIONS FOR THE WRITTEN RECORD FOR MR. DAVE RODRIGUEZ, 
DIRECTOR, NORTHWEST HIDTA 

1. Although each High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) receives a certain 
amount of money from the federal government to help fund its activities, state and local 
agencies participating in the HIDTA have also agreed to dedicate their own resources to 
HIDTA task forces and initiatives — in the form of personnel, equipment, office space, 
etc. Some of those contributions are reimbursed by the federal funds, but not all. 

a. What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed state and local 
contributions to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA? 

Approximately $23,642,427 annually. 

b. What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed contributions of 
federal law enforcement agencies to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA? 

Approximately $16,252,988 annually. 

c. Do you believe that, if your HIDTA s federal program funds were reduced 
or eliminated, that the state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA 
would continue to make all of those unreimbursed contributions, or would 
they be likely to put those resources elsewhere? 

Washington State law enforcement administrators and task force 
commanders are greatly concerned that HIDTA funds may be 
eliminated or significantly reduced. Agencies predict federal funding 
cuts will close half of the state's drug task forces this year and say 
deeper cuts proposed for 2006 could jeopardize public safety. 

Loss of the baseline $4 million Northwest HIDTA budget would 
immediately cause all 11 Northwest HIDTA law enforcement initiatives 
to be disbanded or drastically reduced in staff. With already 
significantly stretched budgets, other local, state and federal 
unreimbursed resources would not be sufficient to sustain these task 
forces. The momentum gathered over years of training, as well as the 
experience and infrastructure established since the inception of the 
Northwest HIDTA program would be lost. To then have to rebuild 
these task forces and regain these efficiencies in the future would result 
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in considerably greater start-up costs while the majority of the current 
enforcement results would be lost 

In addition, Byrne Grant funding for 19 Regional Drug Task Forces in 
Washington State has already been cut from $15 million to $5.9 million 
this year, while the President’s budget proposal completely eliminates 
the grant in 2006. Paul Perz, a managing director of the Washington 
State Department of Community, Trade and Economic Development, 
reports that if the money is eliminated and not replaced, it's likely all 
the state's counter-drug task forces would be forced to shut down. In 
addition, these grants fund legal aid for domestic violence victims, youth 
crime prevention and the state's only victim advocacy organization. 
"Funding victims services should be a priority," says Jenny Wieland, 
executive director of Everett-based Families and Friends of Violent 
Crime Victims. 

"The message it sends is that we're not a priority, that our primary 
mission to investigate domestic violence, auto thefts, burglaries and all 
those things are not a priority," says Everett Police Chief Jim Scharf. 
“Washington State already ranks lowest in the nation in sworn law 
enforcement officers per population, and in sworn law enforcement 
officers per Part I crime”. 

Loss of funding within the Northwest HIDTA budget for the 
Prevention/Treatment Initiative would result in additional reductions 
and the elimination of no less than 23 programs and services involving 
Northwest HIDTA partner agencies, as well as consequences 
throughout the larger community. Further, the Northwest HIDTA 
supports the operation of Drug Court programs in 1 1 counties. At least 
three of these programs would likely be terminated without the 
availability of HIDTA funding, while at least four others would 
experience significant reductions in capacity. Loss of Northwest HIDTA 
funding would also terminate the development and implementation of a 
standardized statewide management information system for the 
community of Drug Court programs. 

Northwest HIDTA initiatives provide funds for two county prosecutors. 
In 2004 there were 232 successful prosecutions. With elimination of 
HIDTA funding, these prosecutors will no longer be able to provide this 
support to Federal cases at the Northern Border and to the Meth 
impact cases in Spokane. 

2. State and local agencies that currently participate in the HIDTA program have to 
decide for themselves how many officers and how much equipment, office space or other 
resources to dedicate to HIDTA task forces or initiatives. They have to go through the same 
long-term budget planning that the federal government does to reach these decisions. If 
each individual HIDTA's federal budget were to fluctuate significantly each year, do you 
believe that that would make it more difficult for state and local agencies to commit their 
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resources to HIDTA over the long term? 

Yes, without stable funding the Northwest HIDTA Initiatives and their 
accomplishments would not have been possible. If HIDTA budgets 
fluctuated each year, the involvement of Federal, state, and local law 
enforcement agencies would vary proportionally. 

The assignment of officers and the execution of leases for office space 
and vehicles are only a few of the commitments that are determined 
primarily by the HIDTA budget. For the past eight years, Northwest 
HIDTA initiatives have functioned with the expectation of continued 
funding based upon record and performance. Although each 
participating agency accepts the fact that the budget may fluctuate 
slightly based upon regional needs and performance, the consistency of 
funding has allowed all participating agencies to plan and allocate their 
resources to the advantage of the HIDTA Program. They have been 
able to balance their participation with HIDTA against other pressing 
needs. As a result, the initiatives have been stable over time and 
consequently have yielded excellent performance outcomes. One of the 
reasons that the Northwest HIDTA has been so successful in dealing 
with drug enforcement issues has been the commitment of Federal, state 
and local law enforcement that is, by necessity, tied to the expectation 
that program funding will continue at a consistent level. 

The Northwest HIDTA currently funds or partially funds facilities costs 
for three drug task forces. Two are local initiatives and one is federal. 
The Northwest HIDTA also funds the vehicle leases for three drug task 
forces that are co-located Federal, state, and local initiatives. These 
task forces require as much lead-time as possible to either renew their 
leases or seek other arrangements. None of these drug task forces are in 
a position to make up for the funding shortfall if HIDTA funds are 
withdrawn. The task forces would either be greatly reduced or 
disbanded. Either choice would greatly diminish the coordinated effort 
against the drug trafficking threat in this area. 

The year-to-year fluctuation of funding would have a damaging effect 
upon the Northwest HIDTA and all other HIDTAs. Each HIDTA is 
made possible because of the contributions made by state and local law 
enforcement agencies. Without the assurance of consistent funding the 
participating state and local agencies could not realistically continue 
their involvement. 

3. The Administration has argued that the HIDTA program now gives too little 
discretion to the federal government to redirect HIDTA resources to respond to the 
changing drug threat. They have stated that locking in each HlDTA's budget every year 
means that the program cannot adapt when the drug traffickers adapt. Should the Office of 
National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) have at least some discretion to reallocate the 
HIDTA budget? If so, what do you believe is the right amount of discretion, and how 
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could that discretion best be used without unduly disrupting each HIDTA's operations? 

By allocating predictable baseline budget amounts to each HIDTA on 
an annual basis, ONDCP avoids unnecessary disruptions to HIDTA 
operations while also positioning these funds in the most responsive and 
adaptable location. HIDTA regions have idiosyncratic and sometimes 
unanticipated drug threats that are well understood and substantiated 
by their local partner agencies at the operational as well as executive 
levels. Decisions within each HIDTA to revise strategies, enhance or 
redirect efforts or to reallocate resources are data-driven, based on 
information that is not typically available or considered by ONDCP. 

In addition to the baseline budget appropriated annually to ONDCP for 
the National HIDTA Program, a supplemental appropriation is 
routinely added in an amount equivalent to 10% of the baseline budget. 
These funds (or more, should Congress so choose) are subject to 
ONDCP discretion. If a threat was to develop that affected a region or 
a number of HlDTAs or substantial portion of the country, ONDCP 
could direct supplemental funding appropriately - rather than in the 
manner undertaken in recent years. ONDCP’s discretionary spending 
plan is rarely if ever informed or shaped in consultation with the 
HIDTA community and the depth of expertise it represents. 

There is no need to alter the National HIDTA Program budget system - 
other than to build increases into baseline budgets to accommodate 
inflation - the utility of the system is dependent on its administration, 
not structure. If used thoughtfully and creatively, ONDCP already has 
the authority to manage the HIDTA program in an effective way. 

4. The Administration has proposed transferring the HIDTA program from the 

management of ONDCP to the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force 

(OCDETF) at the U.S. Department of Justice. 

a. Do you support this proposal? If not, why not? 

I do not support the transfer of the HIDTA program from ONDCP to 
OCDETF. The HIDTA Program is well managed by the ONDCP 
Bureau of State and Local Affairs. The direction that is provided 
through the Policy Guidance manual is extremely thorough in its 
reporting requirements, in accountability and in providing flexibility to 
ensure maximum effectiveness. ONDCP is kept apprised of the most 
current drug threats and the conduct of unique investigations through 
the HIDTA program office. The partnerships that the HIDTA has 
formed with state and local entities have enabled it to leverage the 
interest of ONDCP not only in law enforcement matters but also in 
demand reduction areas. This enables ONDCP to have a broad view of 
the drug problem from not only the national perspective but also from a 
local and regional viewpoint. ONDCP benefits greatly from having the 
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HIDTA program under its purview by means of the credibility and 
visibility gained from the perspective of state, local and Federal 
agencies. 

One of the strengths of the HIDTA is that all agencies view it as a 
neutral party that can be trusted to be an honest broker in resolving 
conflicts. It is not affiliated with any Federal bureaucracy, such as 
DOJ, that might be viewed as a threat because of departmental self- 
interest. All participating agencies know that they can freely approach 
HIDTA management and that they will be treated fairly; they know the 
mission of the HIDTA is to improve the overall effort against drug 
trafficking organizations in a supportive and unassuming manner. The 
benefits that the HIDTA program brings to ONDCP, as well as the 
recognition of neutrality and prudence, would be lost if the program is 
transferred to OCDETF. 


b. Do you believe that the state and local agencies you work with would 
prefer to work with the OCDETF program than with HIDTA as it 
currently exists? 

During a recent meeting of HIDTA task force supervisors, which are 
normally conducted on a bi-monthly basis, the state and local task force 
commanders were overwhelming in their preference for the HIDTA 
program rather than OCDETF. The HIDTA is a known entity that 
provides them with continuous service and support and a venue to 
discuss their cases and lessons learned. The task force commanders; 

• are appreciative of the work of the Watch Center in 
providing deconfliction and subject inquiries against the 
variety of databases accessible through HIDTA; 

• constantly praise the case support they receive from the 
HIDTA analysts in assisting them with their most complex 
and significant investigations; 

. know that the HIDTA analysts will work evenings and 
weekends, and will suggest innovative solutions to help them 
successfully conclude their cases; 

• can count on utilizing the vast inventory of investigative 
technical equipment to support their requests for everything 
from pole cameras and Dialed Number Recorders to 
sophisticated surveillance equipment; 

• appreciate the support they receive from our Information 
Technology/Services professionals as well as the training that 
is provided at no cost. 

One of the Task Force Commanders recently opined that even though 
his task force receives a small amount of HIDTA funds, the leveraging 
component of the HIDTA program is more important than the dollars. 
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The OCDETF program has neither the structure, the expertise nor the 
culture to provide these types of services. 

c. What are the primary differences, in your opinion, between the OCDETF 
program and the current HIDTA program? 

The primary difference entails an OCDETF program that is principally 
a federal FTE program with limited discretionary funds for supporting 
state and local investigations that are adopted as OCDETF and 
prosecuted at the federal level. It is case-specific; targeting multi state, 
regional, national or international organizations with priority given to 
those that are affiliated with CPOT and RPOT targets. The HIDTA 
program supports OCDETF by encouraging state and local HIDTA 
task forces to develop OCDETF cases. 

In contrast, the HIDTA program is flexible enough to support the 
development of local impact cases, for instance targeting gangs and 
methamphetamine traffickers that are devastating our neighborhoods 
and rural communities. 

Further, the OCDETF program does not have task forces assigned to it. 
It is administrative in nature. The core of the HIDTA program is 
comprised of the Intelligence Centers and the affiliated task forces 
made up of collocated Federal, state and local agencies. The synergy 
created by this arrangement far exceeds the capabilities of any one 
agency. The HIDTA program is unique and greatly valued; the 
OCDETF program does not have these attributes nor is it structured at 
the state or local level to manage such endeavors. 

5. Current ONDCP operating guidelines for the HIDTA program require that each 
HIDTA divide full voting authority on its executive board between federal agency 
representatives on one hand, and state and local agency representatives on the other. The 
Administration has apparently not yet decided whether OCDETF would maintain this 
practice if given control of the HIDTA program. 

a. Does your HIDTA currently comply with this directive? If not, why not? 

The Northwest HIDTA is fully compliant with the guidelines that divide 
full voting authority on the Executive Board equally between Federal 
agency representatives, and state and local agency representatives. 


b. How important is this 50/50 balance on the executive board to the overall 
success of your HIDTA? If that balance were eliminated and federal 
agencies were given majority control of each HIDTA, would that have a 
negative impact on the HIDTAs? If so, how? 


The equal partnership that characterizes the Federal and state/local 
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participation within the Northwest HIDTA Executive Board has been 
perhaps the defining aspect of the successful counter-drug efforts within 
this HIDTA region. Flexible and agile, this coordinating body is a 
unique forum that brings law enforcement executives together from all 
levels of government on an equal and regular basis, to address common 
threats and Issues. The HIDTA Executive Board represents all that is 
good about the HIDTA program — it is the ultimate non-competitive, 
agency-neutral broker. This Board provides a common ground for 
planning, discussion and agreement, and acts without the restrictions of 
individual agency policy, culture, attitudes, or bias. With ultimate 
synergy, the executive board sets the tone of cooperation, and sets local 
strategies. This tone significantly reduces, if not eliminates agency 
conflicts at the local task force level, and identifies opportunities for all 
agencies to cooperate. 

The National Alliance of State Drug Enforcement Agencies has noted, 
“No other program of the federal government that integrates state, 
local, and federal assistance and financial awards, allows this level of 
local oversight and direction.” This statement is particularly true 
within the Northwest HIDTA, where no individual agency is in charge, 
and therefore “HIDTA” doesn’t have to win each dispute. 
Compromises are worked out. This would not automatically be the case 
if the balance was eliminated from the board, and majority oversight 
control was given to a specific entity. 

6. Do you believe that the uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA program created by 
the Administration's proposals has itself had a negative impact on your HIDTA's 
programs? For example, could that uncertainty make it more difficult to hire or retain 
new persoimel for your HIDTA's administrative offices, or make it more difficult to 
obtain personnel, resource, or other commitments from state, local, or federal agencies 
participating in your HIDTA? 

Yes. One of the 11 Northwest HIDTA law enforcement initiatives has 
already decided not to back-fill any Task Force officers, and others are 
anticipated to follow suit. Members of the Northwest HIDTA’s largest 
task force have started looking for open positions in their respective 
departments prior to the completion of their tours rather than waiting 
to be randomly assigned when the task force reduces personnel. 
Federally-run task forces that are augmented with local and state 
officers are concerned they will not find the funding in their budgets to 
replace HIDTA and Byrne Grant funds in order to retain these officers. 
Because of the uncertainty of future staffing levels. Northwest HIDTA 
task force initiatives are concerned that no action will be taken on 
intelligence gained about future DTO targets. 

Should actions be taken to restore full funding for both the HIDTA 
program and the Byrne Grant, those task forces that have ceased to 
backfill vacant positions will take months to identify officers for 
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assignment and to regain the lost experience and productivity. Most of 
the neve officers assigned to 3-5 year tours of duty with drug task forces 
also require initial basic drug investigation training and approximately 
one year of experience to be able to work independently and efficiently. 

Due to uncertainty about future HIDTA funding levels, task force 
officers and support personnel are also concerned about the long-term 
outlook and are beginning to look at investigations from a short-term 
perspective. They are considering arrests after initial drug purchases 
rather than developing cases that will effectively disrupt or dismantle 
DTOs. Normally, it takes 1-5 years to fully dismantle a DTO and seize 
related assets and illicit proceeds. If this shift in focus perpetuates, 
enforcement efforts will have less impact on upper-tier drug traffickers, 
and therefore less overall impact on the drug trade. 

Task forces that participate in OCDETF investigations often need to 
apply their own resources to the investigation before they are 
reimbursed. There are complaints from these task forces that OCDETF 
funds are not received in a timely manner and would not be feasible in 
replacing HIDTA and Byrne Grant funds for investigations. 
Additionally, local and state-administered drug task forces do not 
foresee an augmentation from state, city or county budgets. Funding 
uncertainties will affect decisions on how to adjust to future drug 
enforcement in their areas of responsibility. Local and state-run task 
forces may consider relegating enforcement to patrol officers, which 
will deter only the most visible open air market drug activity - street- 
level dealers rather than high-level drug traffickers. 

There is a negative impact as well on Intelligence Support Center (ISC) 
employees worried about their futures. Morale is affected and the 
same energy and focus that would normally be expected from some of 
the more stalwart employees diminishes as budget uncertainty 
continues. It has always been explained that HIDTA funding is 
allocated year to year, but the historical base funding approval has 
allowed many good employees to seek employment in the ISC. The 
Northwest HIDTA is trying to maintain morale and keep the employees 
focused on their duties. Efforts to do this have included keeping all the 
employees informed of recent developments, making the decision to 
continue hiring for vacancies within the ISC, offering flexible work 
schedules and continuing in-service training. 

Normally, it takes two years of on-the-job skill development and 
formalized training in operating law enforcement databases; learning 
analytical software programs; and developing professional contacts and 
associations in order to raise the performance level of the average 
analyst to a journeyman level. Due to the uncertainties regarding 
future HIDTA funding, some ISC employees are looking for other more 
secure employment. In a short period of time the ISC has already lost 
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the Electronics Technician who runs the Equipment Loan Program, a 
lead analyst, a network administrator and a receptionist. At the same 
time, advertisements for potential replacements are resulting in less 
skilled and fewer applicants applying. Some job applicants have lost 
interest in employment at the Northwest HIDTA as a result of future 
funding concerns, and have sought more stable employment as a result. 
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COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE, DRUG POLICY AND HUMAN 

RESOURCES 

“FY 2006 Drug Control Budget and the Byrne Grant, HIDTA, 
and other law enforcement programs: Are we jeopardizing 
federal, state and local cooperation?” 


MARCH 10, 2005 

QUESTIONS FOR THE WRITTEN RECORD FOR MR. MIKE HAWKINS, 
DIRECTOR, NEVADA HIDTA 


DIRECTOR MIKE HA WHINS ’ RESPONSES ARE IN ITALICS 


Dear Chairman Souder, 

On behalf of the Executive Board of the Nevada High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area 
(NV HIDTA), I would like to thank you and the members of the Subcommittee for 
allowing input on a decision that will ultimately impact so many citizens. The well 
documented accomplishments of the HIDTA Program in disrupting and dismantling drug 
trafficking organizations, and in seizing record amounts of illegal drugs, have played a 
significant role in the recent counter drug successes being touted by the Administration. 


1. Although each High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) receives a 
certain amount of money from the federal government to help fund its 
activities, state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA have also 
agreed to dedicate their own resources to HIDTA task forces and initiatives - 
in the form of personnel, equipment, office space, etc. Some of those 
contributions are reimbursed by the federal funds, but not all. 

a. What is the approximate dollar value of all un-reimbursed state and 
local contributions to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA? 


a. ONDCP awards the Nevada HIDTA a baseline budget of $1.4 million 

annually, which is used exclusively in Clark County. Clark County has a 
resident population of 1.7 million and another 35,000,000 people who 
visit Las Vegas annually. Two state and three local law enforcement 
agencies participate and contribute directly to the HIDTA program as 
either the lead agency or by providing for the assignment of personnel in 
the various task forces. The lead aeencv of each taskforce that 
participates in the Nevada HIDTA is required to provide office space to 



502 


house the taskforce, and the agencies that assign officers must provide a 
vehicle for that officer and must pay all costs associated with that officer ’s 
salary and benefits. 

Figures from the state and local agencies show they provide 
approximately $9,6 million annually in un-reimbursed contributions. 


b. What Is the approximate dollar value of all un-reimbursed 
contributions of federal law enforcement agencies to HfDTA 
initiatives in your HIDTA? 

b. Six federal agencies participate in the Nevada HIDTA and, as with the 

state and local agencies, they must provide office space if they are the lead 
agency. Figures from the participating federal agencies show they 
provide approximately $4.2 million annually in un-reimbursed 
contributions. 


c. Do you believe that, if your HIDTA’s federal program funds were 

reduced or eliminated, that the state and local agencies participating 
in the HIDTA would continue to make all of those un-reimbursed 
contributions, or would they be likely to put those resources 
elsewhere? 

c. I believe the law enforcement executives of state and local agencies must 
first use their limited resources to respond to the immediate concerns of 
their constituencies. Those concerns are most often the local drug dealers 
dealing in the neighborhoods, and City Chiefs and County Sheriff's must 
deploy at the neighborhood level first. While most Chiefs and Sheriffs 
recognize the need for a unified counter drug strategy, they also know 
their participation in task forces with a regional or national mission is a 
luxury, and these executives must rely on federal fundine assistance to 
participate . Without that funding assistance, they will be forced to focus 
their resources at the neighborhood level. 


2. State and local agencies that currently participate in the HIDTA program 
have to decide for themselves how many officers and how much equipment, 
office space or other resources to dedicate to HIDTA task forces or 
initiatives. They have to go through the same long-term budget planning 
that the federal government does to reach these decisions. If each individual 
HIDTA’s federal budget were to fluctuate significantly each year, do you 
believe that that would make it more difficult for state and local agencies to 
commit their resources to HIDTA over the long term? 


2 
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2. Yes. If a HIDTA 's budget was to significantly fluctuate each year, the state and 
local agencies would then need to significantly alter their commitment to the 
HIDTA each year, eventually eroding the trust necessary to operate a HIDTA 
Program. As you point out, the state and local agencies must go through the 
same long-term planning that the federal government does. Significant 
fluctuations, especially when not based on merit or made without discussion, only 
frustrate those governing bodies and eventually lead to animosity and distrust. 
Participation in a HIDTA necessitates a huge commitment from the state and 
local partners. In Nevada, that commitment is almost nine times what ONDCP 
provides. In any partnership there is an expectation that all partners are equally 
committed. When that commitment ends, it is only a matter of time until the 
partnership dissolves. Significant annual budget changes would display a lack of 
commitment on the part of the federal funding body and eventual mistrust by the 
state and local agencies. 


3. The Administration has argued that the HIDTA program now gives too little 
discretion to the federal government to redirect HIDTA resources to respond 
to the changing drug threat. They have stated that locking in each HIDTA’s 
budget every year means that the program cannot adapt when the drug 
traffickers adapt. Should the Office of National Drug Control Policy 
(ONDCP) have at least some discretion to reallocate the HIDTA budget? If 
so, what do you believe is the right amount of discretion, and how could that 
discretion best be used without unduly disrupting each HIDTA’s operations? 

3. The Director of ONDCP does not seem to realize that the very success of the 

HIDTA Program has been its ability to quickly respond to changing drug threats. 
This is exactly what is being done on a continuing basis in each HIDTA and is 
accomplished by leveraging and maximizing the resources from the partnerships 
forged between the federal, state and local participating agencies. 

The current national methamphetamine problem is a prime example. Just a few 
years ago, Nevada was experiencing a significant problem with clandestine labs 
(362 labs in 1999), while states in the Midwest and South were asking "what 
labs ’’? Today, clandestine labs are given only cursory interest by Nevada HIDTA 
task forces because we significantly impacted them (50 labs in 2004). We have 
changed our focus to methamphetamine being produced by "super labs ” in 
Mexico and smuggled into our country. Meanwhile, Midwestern and Southern 
states are now experiencing huge clandestine lab problems. Area decision 
making is what allows a rapid response to changing drug threats and is where the 
discretion should lie. The belief "one size fits all" and that Washington selects the 
size is faulty. Changing drug threats are first recognized at the local, state and 
regional levels. In Nevada, the Executive Board is briefed at least quarterly on 
current drug trends and how the various Initiatives are responding to these 
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changes. Nothing proposed by the Director of ONDCP comes close to 
establishing a quicker, more effective response to our changing drug threats. . 


Fundim 

Nevada and North Florida, the two newest HIDTAs, were both designated in 
2001. At that time, we were told by the (then) National HIDTA Director that 
because of program mandates and infrastructure needs, the program recognized 
a minimum funding level of $2.5 million was needed to adequately operate a 
HIDTA. He further indicated all HIDTAs were funded at that $2.5 million dollar 
minimum level after their first year. Today, Nevada and North Florida are still 
the only HIDTAs budgeted at less than $2.5 million. (The ONDCP On- Site 
Review Team conducted an in-depth review of the Nevada HIDTA in January, 
2004 and acknowledged the Nevada HIDTA is under funded. Unfortunately, for 
Nevada, the ONDCP Director has staled he feels there are too many HIDTAs and 
has refused to increase base line funding for the Nevada or North Florida 
HIDTAs. Instead, the Director chose to disperse the discretionary funds awarded 
him by Congress to fund CPOT investigations, a process already allowed and 
provided for under OCDETF, which is designed specifically to fund those type 
investigations! 

I believe the Director of ONDCP should follow his own staff’s recommendation 
and recognize a minimum funding level is needed to establish the infrastructure 
needed to operate a HIDTA. 

I also think the Director of ONDCP should be allowed some discretionary 
funding to explore new law enforcement concepts in counter drug investigations, 
but he should not do so at the risk of compromising successful HIDTAs. Had he 
chose to look; the HIDTA program has been extremely successful. 


4. The Administration has proposed transferring the HIDTA program from the 
management of ONDCP to the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task 
Force (OCDETF) at the U.S. Department of Justice. 

a. Do you support this proposal? If not, why not? 

a. No! The missions and concepts of OCDETF and HIDTA are significantly 
different. Placing control of HIDTA under OCDETF will eventually lead 
to a change in the role HIDTA provides in counter drug efforts. Sheriff 
Bill Young, head of the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department, said, 
"This is the kiss of death to HIDTA. " 


4 
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b. Do you believe that the state and local agencies you work with would 
prefer to work with the OCDETF program than with HIDTA as it 
currently exists? 

b. I have had numerous conversations with police officers and administrative 
support staff from local agencies, and there is no doubt they would prefer 
to work within the HIDTA program as it currently exists. Recently, local 
agencies have complained that the bureaucracies associated with the 
OCDETF program are so cumbersome that they are becoming 
unworkable, 

HIDTA provides funding to keep task forces operational. This allows 
them an opportunity to develop investigations. Without HIDTA support in 
developing cases, the state and local agencies would eventually have to 
decide whether to expend their resources on regional investigations or on 
local priorities. As previously noted, it would only be a matter of time 
until local priorities win out, and federal agencies would be left alone to 
combat regional and multi-state drug traffickers. That was the way we so 
ineffectively fought the drug war in the 70’s and 80 ’s, yet is exactly what 
the Director of ONDCP seems to be advocating when he says let the 
Federal agencies do federal things, and let the State and local agencies do 
state and local things. 


c. What are the primary differences, in your opinion, between the 
OCDETF program and the current HIDTA program? 

c. The OCDETF program funds salaries for federal agents and prosecutors 
to focus on investigations regarding what DOJ currently calls 
Consolidated Priority Offender Targets (CPOTs). This is a federal 
mission that also allows for some overtime for state and local officers 
participating in a federally sponsored task force when the taskforce is 
investigating a CPOT case. Approval authority for funding a case rests 
solely with DOJ, and only if the task force can display its target is linked 
to a CPOT. The funding is awarded on a case specific basis. In other 
words, the OCDETF proeram funds cases. There are no "OCDETF 
Task Forces, "just task forces that seek OCDETF funding. 

There is no "OCDETF" infrastructure to support investigations. There 
area ’t any mechanisms to ensure the investigation is not already being 
worked at a different level by another law enforcement agency. OCDETF 
does not provide for officer safety through de-confliction services. 
OCDETF does not provide analytical support to investigations. These 
functions are not part of the OCDETF mission, but are mandated in the 
HIDTA Program. 


5 
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The HIDTA program funds task forces (Initiatives) regardless of which 
agency sponsors the task force. Every Initiative must have full time, 
collocated federal and state or local participation. HIDTA funds can be 
used at any stage of an investieation involvim drug traffickine 
orsanizations. History has shown that many investigations into local drug 
organizations develop into multi-state investigations linked to CPOTs. On 
the other hand, it is extremely rare (if ever) for an investigation to start at 
a CPOT level. Most investigations start with a local or regional interest 
and grow from there. HIDTA supports and helps fund these investigations 
from the start. 

OCDETF is not structured to allow state and local input on decisions 
relating to mission or focus. One of the most important aspects making 
HIDTA such a successful and popular program is the Executive Board 
format. Mandating state and local agency participation in the 
management of each HIDTA and providing balanced power makes the 
program a partnership. HIDTA mandates that strategies are developed 
based on the perspective of both Federal and local concerns. 


5. Current ONDCP operating guidelines for the HIDTA program require that 
each HIDTA divide fuil voting authority on its executive board between 
federal agency representatives on one hand, and state and local agency 
representatives on the other. The Administration has apparently not yet 
decided whether OCDETF would maintain this practice if given control of 
the HIDTA program. 

a. Does your HIDTA currently comply with this directive? If not, why 
not? 

a. Yes, until recently when we asked and received an exemption. The Nevada 
HIDTA Executive Board has a policy that requires an agency to have a 
full time participant in a task force before it can have a seat on the 
Executive Board (prosecution agencies exempted). The Internal Revenue 
Service assigned an agent full time in a task force in 2004 (until then IRS 
participated in our HIDTA on a part time basis) and the IRS joined our 
Executive Board, causing a temporary imbalance. 


b. How important is this 50/50 balance on the executive board to the 

overall success of your HIDTA? If that balance were eliminated and 
federal agencies were given majority control of each HIDTA, would 
that have a negative impact on the HIDTAs? If so, how? 

h. The 50/50 balance is crucial in ensuring the HIDTA mission remains 
balanced. Disrupting that balance would eventually create a negative 
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impact, regardless of which "side ’’ the balance favored. The strength of 
HIDTA is in the partnerships it forms. Giving control to either the federal 
agencies or the state/local agencies would eventually lead to adopting a 
mission that fits the needs of whichever side is in control. As previously 
noted, partnerships are not about control. 

Federal agency executives must respond to the concerns identified by their 
Washington based managers. State and local executives must respond to 
the concerns of their voters, or their local governing bodies. These 
concerns are not always the same. Having a balanced Executive Board, 
with a realistic mission statement, ensures the needs of both are satisfied. 


6. Do you believe that the uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA program 

created by the Administration’s proposals has itself had a negative impact on 
your HIDTA’s programs? For example, could that uncertainty make it more 
difficult to hire or retain new personnel for your HIDTA’s administrative 
offices, or make it more difficult to obtain personnel, resource, or other 
commitments from state, local, or federal agencies participating in your 
HIDTA? 

6. Absolutely. Nevada is one of the newest HIDTAs and, as such, several agencies 
have been cautious in their commitment of resources. As the Nevada HIDTA 
displayed astonishing success in a relatively short period of time, and began "to 
prove itself, ” agency heads became more supportive of the program. Just as 
important, the "officers in the trenches " began to believe in the deconfliction 
services, and the old "us against them " (agency against agency) mentality started 
to go away. Now, they are starting to wonder “what 's gonna happen next"? 
There is a feeling that we came a long way just to have the rug pulled out from 
under us. 


1 
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PHILADELPHIA/ 

CAMDEN 

HIGH 

INTENSITY 

DRUG 

TRAFFICKING 

AREA 


April 6, 2005 


Honorable Mark E. Souder 
Chairman 

Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy and Human Resources 
United States House of Rq>resentatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 

RE: Subcommittee Hearing, “FY 2006 Drug Control Budget and the Byrne Grant, 
HIDTA, and other law enforcement programs: Are we jeopardizing federal, 
slate and local cooperation?” 

Dear Representative Souder: 

Forwarded herewith are replies to “Questions for the Written Record” you sent to me 
in correspondence dated March 17, 2005. I greatly appreciate your allowing me the 
opportunity to address some of the issues posed by the FY 2006 Proposed Budget of 
the United States, as they pertain to the HIDTA program. 

In addition, I want to thank you for your interest in the continued viability of the 
HIDTA program. It is most reassuring to know that members of Congress, such as 
yourself, are as concerned as my colleagues and I are about the future of this 
program. 1 am certain that your committee’s work will result in a thorough 
understanding of the value of the HIDTA program to our nation’s drug law 
enforcement efforts and, ultimately, our communities. 


Suite 260 

200 Chestnut St. 

Philadelphia, PA 19106 

215-560-1666 

Fax: 215-560-1668 


Please contact me should any further information be required. Thank you. 
Sincerely, 



Jeresjii^A. Daley 
Executive Director 
Philadelphia/Camden HIDTA 


attachment 
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Reply by Mr. Jeremiah Daley, Director, Philadelphia/Camden HIDTA, April 6, 2005 

To Questions for the Written Record for House Sub-committ^ Criminal Justice, Drug Policy and Human Resources 
Re; “FY 2006 Drug Control Budget and the Byrne Chant, HIDTA, and othw Law Enforcement Programs” 


1. Although each High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) receives a certain 
amount of money from the federal government to help fund its activities, state and 
local agencies participating in the HIDTA have also agreed to dedicate their own 
resources to HIDTA task forces and initiatives - in the form of personnel, 
equipment, office space, etc. Some of those contributions arc reimbursed by 
federal funds, but not all. 

a. What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed state and local 
contributions to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA? 

We would offer a conservative estimate of the state & local law enforcement 
resources that have been committed to the Philadelphia/Camden HIDTA to be in 
the area of $13,860,000 total resources on an annual basis. 

Full-time Personnel Committed from State & Local Agencies: 1 75 

Estimated Salaries & Benefits (@ $72,000 per TFO): $12,600,000 

Estimated Office Facilities, Equipment, and other costs (10%): $ 1,260.000 


Total non-reimbursed costs to State & Local agencies: $1 3,860,000 

Without question, the most valuable contribution by state & local law 
enforcement agencies is the commitment of personnel (mostly sworn law 
enforcement officers) to the PCHlDTA’s Task Force Initiatives and Investigative 
Support Center. Base salaries and fiinge benefits alone make for a huge 
investment by state & local agencies. 

In addition, we estimate that another 10% in recurring costs are not reimbursed 
to contributing agencies for facilities, support services, telecommunications, 
equipment, vehicles & fuel that are not recaptured from HIDTA funds. 


b. What is the approximate dollar value of all reimbursed contributions of 
federal law enforcement agencies to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA? 

We also conservatively estimate that federal law enforcement agencies contribute 
approximately $4,500,000 in resources annually to the Philadelphia/Camden 
HIDTA program. 

Full-time Personnel Commitment from Federal Agencies: 50 

Estimated Salaries & Benefits (@ $90,000 per agent): S 4,500,000 

Estimated Office Facilities, Equipment, and other costs (10%): $ 450,000 


Total non-reimbursed costs to Federal agencies: 


$ 4,950,000 
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Federal agencies house five (5) of the PCHIDTA’s initiatives without cost 
reimbursement from the program. Each agent/inspector comes to the HIDTA 

with his/her agency vehicle and fijel allotment. Additional tangible resources 
contributed include telecommunications, computer information systems, 
intelligence and clerical support. 

c. Do you believe that, if your HIDTA’s federal program funds were reduced 
or eliminated, that the state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA 
would continue to make al those unreimbnrsed contributions, or would they 
be likely to put those resources elsewhere? 

State & local law enforcement agencies would undoubtedly be required to 
reassess their present levels of commitment to the PCHIDTA program if its 
funding were substantially cut or withdrawn. To a large degree, HIDTA funds 
assist state & local agencies by providing investigative overtime, undercover 
vehicles, investigative funds for the purchase of evidence & information and 
wireless communications services, all essential in conducting drug trafficking 
cases. Individual federal law enforcement agencies do not have sufficient funds 
budgeted to assume all of these obligations. Several of our state & local agencies 
face cuts this year in their own budgets, and will be looking to trim discretionary 
spending wherever possible. Were it not for HIDTA program funds, PCHIDTA 
foresees state & local agencies pulling back some, if not all, of their task force 
officers, and the material resources they bring to the table. Initiatives that are led 
by our state & local agencies would likely be orphaned. 


2 . State and local agencies that currently participate in the HIDTA program have to 
decide for themseives how many officers and how much equipment, office space or 
other resources to dedicate to HIDTA task forces or initiatives. They have to go 
through the same iong-term budget planning that the federal government does to 
reach these decisions. If each individual HIDTA’s federal budget were to fluctuate 
significantly each year, do you believe that that would make it more difficult of 
state and local agencies to commit their resources to HIDTA over the long term? 

Yes. As indicated above, state & local law enforcement agencies in the Philadelphia- 
Camden HIDTA contribute extensive human and material resources as part of their on- 
going commitment to the drug-fighting partnerships facilitated by HIDTA. While some 
degree of flux occurs in each budget cycle, and changes are made as a result of initiative 
review and local Executive Board decisions on how budgeted dollars are applied to 
identified drug-trafficking threats, PCHIDTA as a whole has benefited from stable 
funding over the past four years. Participant agencies have a degree of confidence in the 
HIDTA program being a relatively stable, enabling them to commit personnel to 
initiatives over the long-term. This is important for investigative continuity and 
effectiveness, as it takes a task force officer considerable time to develop needed 
investigative skills, professional relationships, and sources of information that enable 
them to identify, target & bring down drug trafficking organizations. 
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With the extreme fiscal pressure both Philadelphia and Camden are presently 
experiencing, combined with public outcry concerning gun violence in both 
communities, local law enforcement participants, in particular, are forced to make 
difficult decisions about how their resources are utilized. Additionally, all of law 
enforcement is struggling to fulfill counter-terrorism missions posed since 9/1 1/2001 . 
Were these conditions exacerbated by annual funding fluctuations in the Federal budget 
to the HIDTA program, municipal, county and state leadership would call into question 
their ability to commit personnel and other assets to the PCHIDTA program’s initiatives. 
Police chiefs and prosecutors must be fairly confident that persoimel dedicated to task 
forces in HIDTA will be sufficiently well resourced to be productive & effective over 
time when justifying these allocations of personnel to city councils and county 
commissioners. Not knowing from year to year what to expect in HIDTA funding 
would make it that much harder to justify. 


3. The Administration has argued that the HIDTA program now gives too little 

discretion to the federal government to redirect HIDTA resources to respond to the 
changing drug threat. They have stated that locking each HIDTA ’s budget every 
year means that the HIDTA cannot adapt when drug traffickers adapt. Should the 
Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) have at least some discretion to 
reallocate the HIDTA budget? If so, what do you believe is the right amount of 
discretion, and how could that discretion best be used without unduly disrupting 
HIDTA’s operations? 

The entire HIDTA concept is predicated on the notion that the best way to combat drug 
trafficking is through shared decision-making at the points closest to the problems, with 
joint participation by federal, state & local law enforcement. Recognizing the regional 
distinctions in drug trafficking patterns and threats that are peculiar to a specific type of 
area (urban centers, border states, rural woodlands, etc.). Congress saw the need for 
federal, state & local law enforcement to closely coordinate their drug-fighting efforts. 
Similarly, it was apparent that a “one-size-fits-all” and “top-down” approach would not 
work with the diversity of the 28 HIDTA areas. This is the very reason why HIDTAs 
are governed by decentralized Executive Boards, consisting of federal, state and local 
law enforcement leaders who serve the jurisdictions covered by a HIDTA. 

Executive Boards are balanced, with equal numbers of federal and state/local 
representation. This places the authority and accountability for the use of federal 
HIDTA funds directly in the hands of those who are most familiar with an area’s drug 
trafficking problems and are in the best position to do something about it from a law 
enforcement standpoint. In addition to the wide range of perspectives these exemplary 
law enforcement leaders bring to the table, the Executive Boards also ensure that 
emerging drug trafficking threats can be quickly identified and an appropriate strategy 
implemented to combat them in a particular HIDTA. 


The decentralization of the majority of budgetary discretion to our Executive Board is 
the best assurance of prompt, effective responses to changes in drug trafficking patterns 
and practices in the Philadelphia/Camden HIDTA region. In the Philadelphia/Camden 
HIDTA, board members regularly meet to address the issues of how HIDTA dollars are 
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best applied to our communities’ drag trafficking threats. Ultimately, it is their own 
officers, investigators, troopers, inspectors, and agents who will be tasked with 
addressing these threats, and it is their responsibility to ensure positive results ensue 
from their efforts. 

The Office of National Drag Control Policy presently has noteworthy discretion in the 
allocation of resources to HlDTAs and their operations. ONDCP retains oversight 
authority over all HlDTAs, reviewing annual budget submissions from each HIDTA 
board, establishing program guidance for all HlDTAs to follow, and has the ability to 
audit HlDTAs to ensure adherence to national program standards. Additionally, 

ONDCP annually distributes supplemental funding to priorities the Director of ONDCP 
has identified. In FY 2004, for instance, ONDCP distributed approximately $16 million 
in supplemental funds, roughly 7% of the total HIDTA budget nationally. This funding 
gives the Director substantial leverage annually to place emphasis on drug trafficking 
threats he/she deems being most urgent. In FY 2004, HlDTAs were selected to receive 
supplemental funding for four priorities established by the Director: conduct domestic 
highway interdiction, disrupt drug markets through accelerated arrests, conduct stepped- 
up efforts to eradicate domestic marijuana production and to continue the investigation 
of Consolidated Priority Organization Targets (CPOTS) in the National Priority 
Targeting program. (Philadelphia/Camden HIDTA received a total of $300,000 for 
highway interdiction and disrupting heroin trafficking markets from these supplemental 
funds.) 

Given the ability of Executive Boards to readily diagnose the drag problems in their own 
areas and swiftly respond to them, a larger proportion of fiscal discretion should remain 
within their authority. ONDCP should retain some ability to address national priorities 
as determined by the Director, as is presently the case with supplemental funding. 

Should more discretion be afforded to a central authority in Washington, problems 
specific to a particular HIDTA likely will be subordinated to centrally-perceived 
priorities. The present balance has worked well, and should be maintained. 


4. The Administration has proposed transferring the HIOTA program from the 
management of ONDCP to the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force 
(OCDETF) at the U.S. Department of Justice. 

a. Do you support this proposal? If not, why not? 

No. The HIDTA program and the OCDETF program are distinct in their 
respective purposes and approaches. 

The HIDTA program was established to combat drag trafficking in areas 
designated as having particularly acute and regionally distinct drug threats, by 
bringing together federal, state & local law enforcement agencies in coordinated, 
strategic initiatives to target those threats. Production, importation, trans- 
shipment, and distribution of controlled substances, and the movement of illegal 
proceeds derived from drug trafficking, as well as the criminal elements behind 
them, are disrupted and dismantled by HlDTAs through their various initiatives, 
standing task-forces comprised by law enforcement from all levels of 
government, that are required to be co-located and co-mingled. HlDTAs also 
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operate regional intelligence centers, where drug intelligence is gathered, 
analyzed and disseminate to law enforcement participants and regionally. 
HIDTAs provide their initiatives with operationally critical resources, such as 
facilities, vehicles, communications interception equipment, computer networks 
and other infrastructure necessary to conduct intensive task force operations. 
HIDTAs also provide training opportunities to law enforcement officers to hone 
their skills to conduct complex drug trafficking and money laundering 
investigations. 

OCDETF is a funding vehicle for specific high-level drug trafficking and money 
laundering cases. Through a priority-targeting program, national/intemational 
and multi-state regional drug traffickers are identified for primary investigative 
action. Cases having ties to these priority targets are approved for funding 
assistance, generally for fixed amounts and limited time frames. Each 
investigation requires the formation of a new task force for the specific case, 
without the benefit of infrastructure. Each investigation must be submitted 
through a time-consuming proposal process with multiple layers of review. This 
process sometimes delays funding and stalls investigative progress. 

The national and international focus of the OCDETF program would be at odds 
with the regionally specific focus of the HIDTAs. The consensus of Philadelphia 
and Camden law enforcement leaders is that the HIDTA program’s flexibility 
and responsiveness to drug threats in this area, along with the sustained support 
offered by HIDTA in intelligence and infrastructure, would be jeopardized if it 
were merged into OCDETF. 


b. Do you believe that the state and local agencies you work with would prefer 
to work with the OCDETF program than with the HIDTA as it currently 
exists? 

No. State & local agency leaders and supervisors have all expressed a preference 
for the HIDTA structure of governance, its year-to-year continuity, and its ability 
to respond to local drug trafficking threats. Agencies expressed concerns with 
respect to the timeliness of funding availability through OCDETF, and what 
limitations would be imposed on their application. State & local agencies are 
also doubtful that OCDETF would be responsive to the quality-of-life needs of 
their jurisdictions, given its present emphasis on national & international drug 
traffickers. 

c. What are the primary differences, in your opinion, between the OCDETF 
program and the current HIDTA program? 

HIDTA is an area-defined approach to drug trafficking, which relies on long- 
term partnerships among federal, state & local law enforcement agencies in a 
region. It provides a “level playing field” among those agencies, a particular 
concern of state & local agencies. No other program has been able to achieve the 
degree of cooperative effort among these distinct levels of law enforcement. 
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OCDETF is a case-specific approach to drug trafficking, which depends on fluid 
partnerships to be formed over and over again. It is federally dominated in its 
administration, and does not forge long-term partnerships among law 
enforcement agencies. 

Notwithstanding these concerns, Philadelphia/Camden HIDTA law enforcement 
participants do believe that HIDTA and OCDETF are not mutually exclusive in 
their missions. PCHIDTA initiatives have benefited from OCDETF designation 
of particularly intense, high-level cases involving international or multi-state 
drug trafficking or money laundering. OCDETF resources received from these 
designations relieve the burden a lengthy case would otherwise impose on 
HIDTA initiative’s budgets. The prosecutorial coordination and assistance 
fostered by OCDETF is also beneficial in these cases where investigations lead 
to multiple federal districts and cross state lines. Lastly, in areas lacking HIDTA 
designation, OCDETF fills a critical need when investigations call for joint- 
agency action. 


5. Current ONDCP operating guidelines for the HIDTA program require that each 
HIDTA divide full voting authority on its executive board between federal agency 
representatives on one hand, and state and local agency representatives on the 
other. The Administration has apparently not yet decided on whether OCDETF 
would maintain this practice if given control of the HIDTA program. 

a. Does your HIDTA currently comply with this directive? If not, why not? 

At this writing, Philadelphia/Camden HIDTA is slightly imbalanced to the favor 
of federal law enforcement, with nine (9) federal agency representatives and 
seven (7) state/local agency representatives. Our designated area, being 
constrained to the two cities, limits the pool from which state & local 
representation can be drawn. In prior years, two (2) board seats were rotated 
among county prosecutors in counties surrounding Philadelphia and Camden, but 
drew no resources from the program nor contributed any assets. Thus, they were 
not viewed as genuine “stakeholders” and this rotation was discontinued at the 
end of 2004. The primary state & local law enforcement agencies are 
represented on our board, and the Chairman is soliciting prospective local & 
state agency representatives to serve on the board, 

b. How important is this 50/50 balance on the executive board to the overall 
success of the HIDTA? If that balance were to be eliminated and federal 
agencies were given majority control of each HIDTA, would that have a 
negative impact on the HIDTAs? If so, how? 

HIDTAs work well when there is a shared perception that those who are 
contributing assets have a meaningful say in their utilization, and that those 
receiving resources assume accountability for their appropriate use. No one 
agency (or department) should ever dominate the decision-making body. State & 
local agencies contribute generously to the Philadelphia/Camden HIDTA 
program, both in terms of personnel and intelligence. They also benefit greatly 
from the resources PCHIDTA provides, and thus, have a responsibility to ensure 
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they are used wisely. Sharing the leadership role equitably is also essential to 
engendering trust among participants, building a mutually held vision for the 
HIDTA, and overcoming conflicts that arise occasionally during investigations. 

Were majority control of our HIDTA board be given to federal agencies, 
particularly if most were under one department, the perception might arise that 
the dominant federal department’s agenda was being served while state & local 
agency interests were being overlooked. This would erode the confidence of the 
state & local agencies in the PCHIDTA partnership, and conceivably result in 
fewer resources being committed. 

For much the same reasons, balanced board composition benefits federal 
agencies, as well. In our area, several federal agencies rely heavily on state & 
local agency participation in task forces other than HIDTA initiatives. Counter- 
terrorism is a prime example. Maintaining good relationships with state and 
local agency heads at HIDTA engenders support for cooperative efforts across 
the board. 


6. Do you believe that the uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA program created by 
the Administration’s proposals has itself had a negative impact on your HIDTA’s 
programs? For exampie, could that uncertainty make it more difficult to hire or 
retain new personnel for your HIDTA’s administrative offices, or make it difficult 
to obtain personnel, resource, or other commitments from state, local, or federal 
agencies participating in your HIDTA? 

Without a doubt, the current uncertainty about the HIDTA program’s future is a 
detriment to the Philadelphia/Camden HIDTA. The present situation inhibits strategic 
planning, precludes us from entering into any long-range leases, inhibits agencies from 
contributing assets, and lowers employee morale. Not a day goes by that someone (be it 
an employee, an initiative supervisor, or a board member) asks, “What do you hear 
about the budget?” For HIDTA employees, this is particularly stressful to endure, not 
knowing if they will have a job a year from now, While the participating agencies of the 
PCHIDTA have honored their commitments to our initiatives, 1 do believe that these 
proposals have created a climate that could inhibit further long-term commitment on 
their part. A “wait-and-see” posture is understandable. Eventually, initiatives and 
operations will suffer, should this uncertainty protract. 


Reply by Mr. Jeremiah Daley, Director, Philadelphia/Camden HIDTA, April 6, 2005 

To Questions for the Written Record for House Sub-committee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy and Human Resources 
Re; “FY 2006 Drug Control Budget and the Byrne Grant, HIDTA, and other Law Enforcement Programs” 
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North Florida High intensity Drug Trafficking Area 


Edward Williams 

Director 


8647 BoyF^re Road, Suite 300 , JacksonviHe, Florida 32256 
Telephone; 904-256-5999 -- Fox; 904-256-5904 
E-maii: evi^ficHTis@nfl.Wdta.r>et 


Aprii 6, 2005 


Board Honofable Mark E. Souder 

mTuctcr.chmr Chairman 

.7,c<.«mft5/o..r,P-Dt£2ybcommittee on Criminal Justice, 
■ike BoJdguez.nre Choir PoHcy aod Human Resources 

^ US House of Representatives 
rr,.‘yo.rr,<t Washingtoo, D.C. 20515-6143 


v,r:mrLarrcff Chairman Souder: 

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to respond to your questions 
^ZZivsm regarding the HIDTA program for the record. My comments are attached. 


I would like to commend you and the Committee members for seeking the 
facts regarding the HIDTA program as It relates to the Administration's 
tZ^Bcso proposal to reduce funding by $128M and transfer the program from ONDCP 
to OCDETF. 

Carol Kisihardt 
S/tC NCK 


If I may be of further service, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Shtrlff, MCSO 

Sincerely, 

Man Htny 
coienti, rm 


Lomu LutHm 
Chief. SA/>0 


Ed Williams 
NFHIDTA Director 


johnchaMi Enciosure 

ABAC. ICE 
Jon Salt 
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NORTH FLORIDA 

High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area 


8647 Bayplne Road #300, JacksonviUe, Florida 32256 - 904-256-5903 - Fax: 904-256-5904 


1) "Although each High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) received a 
certain amount of money from the federal government to help fund its 
activities, state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA have also 
agreed to dedicate their ovi/n resources to HIDTA task forces and initiatives - 
in the form of personnel, equipment, office space, etc. Some of those 
contributions are reimbursed by the federal funds, but not all." 

The North Florida HIDTA (NFHIDTA) program was designated in CY 2001 and 
currently funds six full-time, multi-agency, collocated operational drug task forces 
(five investigative and one interdiction); one investigative support/intelligence center 
and two support initiatives, which are mandated by ONDCP guidelines. With a base 
budget of $1.4M, the NFHIDTA program receives a total of $9,159,933 in kind from 
participating agencies, or $6.54 for every NFHIDTA dollar spent that is not 
reimbursed. 

a) "What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed state and local 
contributions to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA?" 

NFHIDTA state and local participation consists of 71 full-time members of state 
and local agencies, which amounts to 73% of the overall participation in NFHIDTA. 
The approximate dollar amount contributed by these state and local agencies in 
the form of personnel, equipment, office space and other related resources that is 
leveraged by this federally funded program but not reimbursed by NFHIDTA is 
$5,921,156 annually. 

b) "What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed contributions 
of federal law enforcement agencies to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA?" 

The federal agencies that participate in the NFHIDTA program contribute 26 full- 
time personnel, which represents 27% of the law enforcement personnel currently 
committed to the NFHIDTA program. The approximate dollar amount contributed 
by these federal agencies in the form of personnel, equipment, office space and 
other related resources that is leveraged by this federal program but not 
reimbursed by NFHIDTA is $3,238,777 annually. 

c) "Do you believe that, if your HIDTA's federal program funds were reduced 
or eliminated, that the state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA 
would continue to make all of those unreimbursed contributions, or would 
they be likely to put those resources elsewhere?" 
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Administrators of NFHIDTA participating agencies believe that if the current 
budget proposal passes the NFHIDTA and its funding will be eliminated. Upon 
receiving input from participating agencies, it was determined as high as 90% will 
not continue committing resources to the collocated task forces established by the 
NFHIDTA. It is anticipated that most state and local participating agencies will 
reassign their resources back to their parent agencies, thus returning drug 
enforcement in the eight county region back to the way it existed before NFHDITA 
was designated. 

2) "State and local agencies that currently participate in the HIDTA program 
have to decide for themselves how many officers and how much equipment, 
office space or other resources to dedicate to HIDTA task forces or 
initiatives. They have to go through the same long-term budget planning 
that the federal government does to reach these decisions. If each 
individual HIDTA's federal budget were to fluctuate significantly each year, 
do you believe that that would make it more difficult for state and local 
agencies to commit their resources to HIDTA over the long term?" 

Absolutely! I am constantly being asked by state and local law enforcement 
administrators how long the NFHIDTA program will last and do I think we will have 
funding next year. Most have stated "Let's not get too dependent on the NFHIDTA 
funding in case it goes away." If each HIDTA's budget fluctuates significantly every 
year, state and local law enforcement administrators will have a difficult time 
Justifying and committing resources, signing contracts and leases, putting in 
computer lines and supporting networking systems. With budgets being reduced and 
more demands for services being placed on state and local law enforcement agencies, 
administrators are finding it more difficult to justify the placement of valuable 
resources to a program which cannot offer long term budget planning. This will make 
it almost impossible for any HIDTA Executive Board or participating agency to 
address their identified drug threats and implement long term strategies for their 
HIDTAs. 

NFHIDTA is a good example of how a fluctuating budget makes it difficult for state 
and local administrators to commit resources. NFHIDTA was designated in CY2001 
and was awarded a $1.4M budget. In CY2002, NFHIDTA received a $2M budget. In 
CY2003 the NFHIDTA funding was reduced back to $1.4M by Director Walters. In 
CY2004 the NFHIDTA budget was $1.6M. Pending funding award letters for 2005, 
funding is back to $1.4M. These fluctuations were not based on performance but 
were the direct result of discretionary action. This type of fluctuating budget presents 
major hurdles for the Executive Board and participating agencies when developing 
strategic plans, committing resources and establishing/evaluating an initiative's 
performance. This is inconsistent with the funding process for the majority of 
programs and agencies across the country. 

3) "The Administration has argued that the HIDTA Program now gives too iittle 
discretion to the federal government to redirect HIDTA resources to respond 
to the changing drug threat. They have stated that locking in each HIDTA's 
budget every year means that the program cannot adapt when the drug 



519 


traffickers adapt. Should the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) 
have at least some discretion to reallocate the HIDTA budget? If so, what do 
you believe is the right amount of discretion, and how could that discretion 
best be used without unduly disrupting each HIDTA's operations?" 

Two of the HIDTA program's most positive aspects are the flexibility and adaptability 
in addressing threats identified by Executive Boards. Through its participating 
agencies, each HIDTA is able to assemble data and expertise on its specific drug 
threats. Each region's Executive Board provides a forum for frank and open 
discussion of regional drug threats and ensures that federal, state and local 
government input is integrated into the HIDTA's regional drug control strategy. 

I find it difficult to understand how the ONDCP staff would be in a better position than 
the region's Executive Board and participating agencies to determine what the focus 
should be for each HIDTA. ONDCP maintains an interagency committee to advise the 
Director of the HIDTA program, and the agencies represented on this committee 
already have a strong voice in determining each HIDTA's strategies and budgets. This 
input is also embedded through the participation of most of the same agencies via 
their field office representatives who serve on each HIDTA Executive Board and task 
force. 

The Administration's contention that it does not have sufficient discretion to 
effectively manage and direct the HIDTA program is puzzling. The Director of ONDCP 
has sufficient authority under the existing authorizing legislation to effectively 
manage the program. While the authorizing of legislation does require consultation, it 
Is clear that the Director of ONDCP has final authority in designation decisions. He 
approves the HIDTA program's policy guidance and, with the help of the National 
HIDTA Program Office (NHPO) staff, reviews and authorizes each HIDTA's budget. If 
the Director wishes to revise the HIDTA program's mission, impose additional 
requirements for HIDTA designation, alter the budget process to increase national 
priorities or encourage HIDTA regions to adopt particular strategies, he appears to 
have ample authority to do so, subject only to the approval of the Administration and 
Congress. 

I strongly recommend that a baseline funding for all HIDTAs be established at the 
minimum level of $2.5M as recommended by the NHPO. The North Florida and Las 
Vegas HIDTAs continue to be funded at a baseline $1.4M, at least 44% less than the 
other 26 HIDTAs. However, both are still held accountable to comply with all ONDCP 
HIDTA requirements for performance, interconnectivity, administrative reporting, 
budget tracking, etc. In spite of this, ONDCP recently completed an on-site audit of 
the NFHIDTA and reported that NFHIDTA was one of the best, if not the best 
managed HIDTAs in the country. So, in NFHIDTA’s case, not receiving the minimum 
level of funding is not based on a failure to meet all ONDCP requirements or lack of 
performance standards. 

I do not believe that there is any need to alter the HIDTA program's existing budget 
process with the one exception noted above. The Director of ONDCP already wields 
the authority he needs to effectively guide the program through his designation. 
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management and budget authorities. I also find it difficult to support providing more 
discretionary authority, particularly if this current proposal is an example of how this 
discretion will be applied in the future. 

4) "The Administration has proposed transferring the HIDTA program from the 
management of ONDCP to the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force 
(OCDETF) at the U.S. Department of Justice." 

a) "Do you support this proposal? If not, why not?" 

I absolutely do not support this transfer based on the following: 

Based on the Lack of Input: ONDCP Director John Walters slapped the face 
of state and local law enforcement administrators and many members of 
Congress by not seeking their input before recommending this proposal. This 
omission demonstrated the lack of concern regarding the importance of the 
partnership required by federal, state and local law enforcement agencies to 
address the nation's drug supply problem. This proposal will, in fact, reduce 
and ultimately eliminate the state and local partnership and input, placing the 
entire drug strategy decision making process for the nation's supply reduction 
efforts under DoJ. 

V Lack of an Implementation Plan: When members of DoJ and ONDCP 
testified before your Committee, they did not identify a plan addressing the 
transition of the HIDTA program from ONDCP to OCDETF. Furthermore, they 
also failed to provide details on how this transfer is expected to enhance the 
HIDTA or OCDETF programs or promote the national strategy. They testified 
before this Committee that this was pre-decisional and just expect the 
members of Congress and leaders of federal, state and local law enforcement 
agencies to blindly follow ONDCP and the DoJ. This is dear in the testimony of 
Katherine O'Neil's which states: "At this time, we have not established any 
sort of firm methodology. What I would say is that we, obviously, would be 
looking for HIDTAs that are supporting the overall goals of the national 
strategy, the goals of the department (DoJ) drug strategy...." 

Ms. O'Neil's statement demonstrates the lack of understanding for the HIDTA 
program, which appears to permeate throughout DoJ. It should be pointed out 
that, contrary to her testimony, all 28 HIDTAs currently support the National 
Drug Strategy, which is mandated by ONDCP's policy and budget guidelines. 

In fact, their mission statements, regional drug strategies and budget 
proposals are tied directly to the Strategy and are approved annually by 
ONDCP. Another requirement is that HIDTAs prepare annual reports that 
provide the results in achieving their intended goals and new goals for the 
following year. This includes the number of OCDETF, CPOT and RPOT cases 
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each HIDTA adopted, which is tied directly to the DoJ drug strategy. 

According to Ms. O'Neil's testimony, it is implied that the HIDTA 
program will be molded to support only the Dol drug strategy to 
pursue the mindset of the DoJ that every case must be international, 
OCDETF, CPOT or RPOT or you are not performing. 

The Houston Chronicle recently reported that ONDCP Director Walters' chief of 
staff as stated that Houston (HIDTA) could end up getting more than $3M even 
if these cuts are approved. Based on the chief of staff's statement, it Is 
difficult to believe that this Administration does not have a plan concerning the 
fate of the HIDTA program. The same article cites Director Walters as stating 
"Congress diluted the effectiveness by creating 28 HIDTA regions in the 
country, some of which are not high-trafficking areas...." This statement 
suggests that the Administration may have a hidden agenda to elevate the 
funding level of some HIDTAs and eliminate others without a clearly defined 
methodology. 

I firmly believe that ONDCP and DoJ have a plan and the reason the plan is not 
being revealed to their state and local partners or to members of Congress is 
to reduce the political fall-out of the proposal. Their justification for this 
proposal is based on misleading information and it is not sound drug policy for 
our country and I applaud your Committee action of not accepting or 
supporting this proposal. 

✓ Misleading Information re the HIDTA Programs Lack of Demonstrated 
Performance: ONDCP Director Walters cited that the HIDTA program has not 
demonstrated their performance based on a review by 0MB using the PART 
evaluation system as one of the primary reasons to justify his proposal. It is 
Interesting that he failed to note that 50.4% of all federal programs and 
agencies assessed using PART in 2004 received this rating and that the 
OCDETF program was never assessed under this system. What is even more 
perplexing and no doubt contributed to the conclusion reached using PART Is 
the fact that Director Walters did not provide 0MB with outcome measures 
(annual reports from the 28 HIDTAs) documenting the performance of each 
HIDTA. Instead, ONDCP only provided 0MB with budget summaries and 
anecdotal information referring to the HIDTA program. Lastly, the Dallas 
Morning News reported "A February report from the White House's Office of 
Management and Budget grading federal departments and agencies on five 
administrative performance criteria concluded that the second worst 
performing agency was the 0MB." In response to the HIDTA program rating, 
HIDTA Directors, in partnership with a member of 0MB, developed and 
implemented a model performance plan to better illustrate the HIDTA 
program's efficiency and effectiveness. 

Misleading Information that the HIDTA Program has Lost Focus; 

ONDCP Director Walters indicated the HIDTA program has lost its focus and 
case targets were considered too low. This was also supported by testimony 
made by senior members of DoJ and the OCDETF program. However, 
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Baltimore/Washington HIDTA Director Tom Carr testified to the fact that in CY 
2004, the HIDTA program targeted 895 international, 1,011 multi-state and 
1,734 local DTOs. Of these cases, 831 were also OCDETF cases and 232 were 
linked to CPOT organizations. This represents nearly one-third of the 730 
active CPOT investigations recognized by DoJ. 

The performance of the HIDTA program is clearly articulated by Director Carr's 
testimony. The Administration's reasons for stating that the HIDTA program 
has lost its focus is not based on performance but is directly tied to the 
mindset that the only way to counter drug traffickers is by attacking the 
highest level of DTOs identified by DoJ. The HIDTA regional approach works is 
more effective because it attacks ALL levels of DTOs while still supporting the 
OCDETF and DoJ drug strategy. 

/ Misleading Information that the HIDTA Program is Not Cost Effective: 

Director Waiters is cited as stating that "the HIDTA program comes at a great 
cost" and other Administration officials describe the HIDTA program as 
"bloated". The HIDTA program is funded at $228M and the OCDETF at $585M, 
or 156% above the funding level for the HIDTA program. The HIDTA program 
leverages over 12,000 full-time federal, state and local personnel to reduce the 
nation's drug supply at all levels. The OCDETF program funds over 4,000 
federal positions to adopt and prosecute cases. If you divide the total cost of 
each program by the number of full-time resources provided to each program, 
the HIDTA program costs American taxpayers $18,916 per person. The 
OCDETF program costs the American taxpayers $146,250 per person. 

In addition, the HIDTA program leverages full-time federal, state and local 
personnel and those agencies provide resources that are not reimbursed. As 
noted above, for every dollar spent by the NFHIDTA, participating agencies 
provide in kind contributions of $6.54. 

In addition, under the new HIDTA Performance Management Plan developed in 
2004, all HIDTAs now have a standard method for providing Return on 
Investment (Rol) data based on their funding level. As an example, in 
CY2004, NFHIDTA removed $18 worth of drugs and drug related assets for 
every dollar of federal funds invested. Based on this, the HIDTA program is 
cost effective. 

Lack of Law Enforcement Support: The proposed transfer of the HIDTA 
program from ONDCP to the OCDETF program is not supported by the law 
enforcement community across this country. There have been many recent 
news articles suggesting that law enforcement agencies and associations 
across the country are strongly opposed to the Administration's recommended 
budget cuts and transfer of the HIDTA program. 

Lack of Neutrality under OCDETF: Congress appropriately created and 
placed the HIDTA program under ONDCP. This was done to ensure an equal 
balance of agencies and an equal voice for all participating agencies. If the 
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HIDTA program is moved to the DoJ, this balance and partnership will be 
eliminated. The DoJ is perceived by many agencies to be biased in favor of its 
own agencies and the goals. As examples: 

o In CY2002, a group of US Attorneys, along with the head of the OCDETF 
program, met with ONDCP Director Walters and strongly urged that the US 
Attorneys become the permanent chairs of all of HIDTA Executive Boards. 
This proposal emanated from an OCDETF conference prior to that meeting. 
Director Walters disagreed and dismissed the proposal based on the 
potential loss of state and local partnership in the HIDTAs. 

o In CY2003, an attempt was made to move the OCDETF program internally 
within DoJ. This demonstrates the internal turf issues that occur within 
DoJ. 

o In CY2004, two DoJ agencies inferred that the future performance and 
funding of the HIDTA program was going to be directly related to pursuing 
the DoJ missions of working OCDETF, CPOT and RPO level targets that are 
Identified and tightly controlled by DoJ. DoJ agencies control the list of 
CPOT or RPOT targets and in many cases the list is not provided to the 
HIDTAs. Again, this demonstrates DOJ's unwillingness to have partnerships 
with state and local agencies as well as to only work international level 
cases they have identified. 

The HIDTA program has flourished largely because of grass roots support by 
state and local criminal justice agencies. This undaunted support comes chiefly 
because the program is managed by a neutral agency with no competing 
interests in program resources. ONDCP provides the unbiased neutrality, real 
and/or perceived, necessary for law enforcement agencies to willingly 
participate in the program. 

V OCDETF and HIDTA are Different Programs with Different Missions: 

The two programs compliment each other as they currently exist and provide a 
two pronged strategy that is required to meet the objectives of the National 
Drug Control Strategy. 

One of the most important elements that make the HIDTAs so successful is the 
balanced partnership established with the Executive Boards, which are made 
up of an equal number of federal and state/local representatives. There are no 
guarantees that this will continue and that this partnership will not be 
eliminated under this proposal. You do not need an Executive Board If you are 
only pushing the DoJ drug strategy. This partnership does not fit under the 
concept of how the DoJ OCDETF program is currently managed. 

The HIDTA program has worked extremely well and effectively under ONDCP's 
Bureau of State and Local Affairs. Senior members from ONDCP and DoJ have 
not provided any data to support their assertion that the program will work 
more effectively under the OCDETF program. 
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b) "Do you believe that the state and local agencies you work with would 
prefer to work with the OCDETF program than with HIDTA as it currently 
exists?" 

Absolutely not! Since this proposal was recommended, most of our partners in 
the NFHIDTA program including chiefs, sheriffs, state attorneys, drug unit 
commanders and drug officers do not want to be part of DoJ or the OCDETF 
program. Many of them believe that if the proposal is passed, the HIDTA program 
will be significantly altered and unrecognizable from its current state. Many of 
them believe that if this proposal is passed, the HIDTA program will be 
significantly altered and unrecognizable from its current state. Most of the 
participants agreed that they will cooperate only on a limited basis if the HDITA 
program is transferred to the OCDETF program. 

c) "What are the primary differences, in your opinion, between the OCDETF 
program and the current HIDTA program?" 

^ Task Forces : 

OCDETF's nine regional "task forces" are non-operatlonal, administrative 
bodies that are labeled task forces solely due to their varied federal 
participants. They do not perform any enforcement activities. 

HIDTA funded task forces are commingled, collocated, multi-agency, 
operational units made up of federal, state and local officers with various 
missions that include, but are not limited to, money laundering, distribution 
and sale of narcotics, interdiction, prosecution, violence, gangs and 
Intelligence. The 355 HIDTA-funded task forces across the country involve 
over 12,000 personnel (2/3 of which are from state and local agencies). 

V' Intelligence and Support Activities : 

OCDETF has no Intelligence capabilities of its own nor does it provide any 
intelligence to law enforcement. All of the OCDETF's intelligence resides within 
the member's respective agency and they do not provide investigative support 
beyond prosecution and money. 

HIDTA has intelligence units that: 

o Have multiple local, state and federal as well as commercial databases with 
pointer indices to avoid duplicative Investigative effort and enhance 
productivity 

0 Provide post-seizure analysis 

0 Offer deconflictlon of cases, subjects and operational events ensuring officer 
and citizen safety 

0 Are connected to national law enforcement cyber pipelines to ensure 
connectivity among HIDTAs and other law enforcement agencies 
0 Produce annual threat assessments and special strategic reports 
o Have subcommittees and task force commanders from local, state and 
federal agencies to direct their activities 
o Provide analytical support through all phases of an investigation 



525 


o Conduct proactive intelligence activities to develop cases and informants 
^ Funding : 

The $585M OCDETF budget primarily funds approximately 4,000 federal 
personnel outside their parent agency's budget. These agents and personnel 
are assigned to their various divisional offices carrying out their respective 
agency's mission relating to drug enforcement and under the direction of the 
special agent in charge of that office. These personnel pursue investigations 
that are most often supported by state and local agencies or HIDTA task 
forces, and are designated by the OCDETF program for prosecution. A small 
percentage of the OCDETF budget (approximately $7M) directly helps fund 
OCDETF designated investigations with overtime and travel money for state 
and local law enforcement. 

The $228M in HIDTA funding in 28 strategic regions goes to support: 
o 355 operational task forces (65% established by HIDTA) 
o 53 intelligence centers (all but one established by HIDTA) 
o 4428 federal personnel 

o 8459 state and local personnel of which 1996 are directly funded by the 
HIDTA program 

The fact that funding can be distributed among local, state and federal 
agencies at the Executive Board's direction allows for fiscal flexibility which 
would be unavailable within the DoJ. 

"7 Structure : 

OCDETF is a program for federal agencies and managed by a federal agency, 
the Department of Justice. The majority of its funding is designated for full 
time federal employees distributed among participating federal agencies (see 
above). No funding is provided for sustained analytical/intelligence support, 
equipment or case development (prior to OCDETF designation). It has no 
operational task forces, pointer indices or intelligence capability. Non-federal 
agencies are not represented in their administrative task forces. 

In contrast, HIDTAs are governed by Executive Boards that contain an equal 
number of state/local law enforcement agency heads and federal agency 
administrators. These partnerships produce regional threat assessments, 
develop strategies to attack the threat and implement the strategies with 
operational task forces. They decide the level of funding for each task force 
and assess results annually. Task force commanders are selected from 
agencies participating in HIDTA and lead commingled, collocated officers and 
analytical personnel in their Investigative efforts. The task forces are 
continually monitored for efficiency and effectiveness by the Executive Board. 
Each task force, and ultimately each HIDTA, must report their success through 
0MB compatible performance measures. 

v' Operations: 

OCDETF designated investigations are submitted to OCDETF by federal, state 
and local agencies and/or task forces. The designation is generally for funding 
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assistance and the assignment of prosecutors on a case by case basis. The 
OCDETF-funded federal positions are assigned to work within their respective 
federal offices throughout the United States. 

Unlike OCDETF, HIDTA task forces actually develop and open cases, provide 
and share intelligence and informants that leads to OCDETF investigations and 
support for other OCDETF cases across the country. HIDTA proactively 
identifies targets, investigates and attempts to disrupt or dismantle 
international, multi-state and local DTOs. 

Flexibility : 

OCDETF cases are generally major DTOs brought to them by federal agencies 
or HIDTAs. OCDETF doesn't target threats or maintain the flexibility to address 
problems such as prescription drugs, club drugs, clandestine labs, steroids, 
etc. 


HIDTA retains the flexibility to target major DTOs and also addresses regional 
threats that are identified, including rapidly ascending threats such as 
methamphetamlne production and clandestine labs, 

5) "Current ONDCP operation guidelines for the HIDTA program require that 
each HIDTA divide full voting authority on its executive board between 
federal agency representatives on one hand, and state and local agency 
representatives on the other. The Administration has apparently not yet 
decided whether OCDETF would maintain this practice if given control of the 
HIDTA program." 


a) "Does your HIDTA currently comply with this directive? If not, why not?" 


NFHIDTA has complied with all ONDCP requirements since being designated in 
2001, including this directive. The NFHIDTA Executive Board is comprised of eight 
federal and eight state and local members, with each member of the NFHIDTA 
Executive Board having full voting authority. 


Federal 

Naval Criminal Investigative Service 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Drug Enforcement Administration 
Internal Revenue Service 
US Attorney's Office 
US Marshals Service 
US Coast Guard 

Immigration and Customs Enforcement 


State/ Local 

Florida Department of Law Enforcement 
Florida National Guard 
Florida Highway Patrol 
Statewide Prosecutor’s Office 
Marion County Sheriff’s Office 
Baker County Sheriff’s Office 
St. Augustine Police Department 
Jacksonville Sheriff’s Office 


b) "How important is this 50/50 balance on the executive board to the 
overall success of your HIDTA? If that balance was eliminated and 
federal agencies were given majority control of each HIDTA, would that 
have a negative impact on the HIDTAs? If so, how?" 



527 


One of the keys elements to the success of the HIDTA program is that there is a 
balance of federal, state and local law enforcement leaders on their Executive 
Boards, giving each an equal voice and ownership of the program. If this balance 
was eliminated, the HIDTA program would become "just another federal program" 
and many state and local participants would not have equal ownership, thus 
reducing or eliminating their commitment. The state and local resources 
committed to the HIDTA program far outweigh the federal resources committed as 
identified in question #1. The state and local partnerships established by the 
HIDTA program not only address the regional drug problem, but also, as 
documented in this document, has had a major impact on the national drug 
control strategy and the DoJ's strategy. 

6) "Do you believe that the uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA program 
created by the Administration's proposals has itself had a negative impact 
on your HIDTA's programs? For example, could that uncertainty make it 
more difficult to hire or retain new personnel for your HIDTA's 
administrative officers, or make it more difficult to obtain personnel, 
resource, or other commitments from state, local or federal agencies 
participating in your HIDTA?" 

Yes, it has had a significant negative impact on the HIDTA program. Agencies are 
reluctant to sign contracts/MOUs and make any commitments beyond this calendar 
year. HIDTA-funded employees, who are worried about their jobs, are seeking 
employment elsewhere. This has been very disruptive. Task force officers and 
support personnel are concerned about whether the task force will be in existence 
and are reluctant to commit resources to complex, long term drug trafficking 
organization investigations. The proposal has affected morale for those who have 
worked so hard to make the HIDTA program a success, and has diverted attention 
and resources from the job at hand. It has strained relationships and communications 
between our state/local and federal agencies and will require some mending for the 
future. 

In conclusion: I understand that the Administration and Congress must make some 
very difficult decisions to address the CY2006 fiscal restraints of the federal budget and 
ensure fiscal responsibility for all federal agencies and programs. However the 
Administration's drug control budget proposal contains some sweeping changes that 
have a major impact on this country's drug control policies. 

The Administration's drastic proposal to cut the HIDTA program budget from $228M to 
$100M and transfer the program and its funding to the OCDETF program will effectively 
terminate the current program. This proposed budget, in my opinion, was developed on 
misleading information and without any input from most federal, state and local 
administrators and other partners across the country. Senior members of ONDCP and 
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Do3 did not seek input from the thousands of law enforcement partners or hundreds of 
Congressional members before presenting this proposal because they know it is not 
based on sound drug control policy for our citizens or our country. The Administration 
has turned its back on the very state and local law enforcement partners that are 
participating in the HIDTA program and are the key to the success of obtaining the 
President's goals of the National Drug Control Strategy. 

This critical decision is now In the hands of Congress. 
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Mlf/HAEL F. SHEAHAN 
SHEFilFF 



MARJORIE H, O'DEA 
CHIEF OF POLICE 


COOK COUNTY SHERIFFS POLICE DEPARTMENT 


1401 SOUTH MAYBROOK DRIVE 
MAYWOOD, ILLINOIS 60153 
TELEPHONE: (708) 865-4700 


March 8, 2004 


Representative Mark E. Souder 
Chairman 

Subcommittee on Criminal Justice 
Drug Policy and Human Resources 
Congress of the United States 
House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515-6143 

Dear Representative Souder: 

The purpose of this letter is to underscore the importance of continued funding of the 
High Intensity Drug Trafficking (HIDTA) initiative for Federal, State and local law 
enforcement. A reduction in government funding of this initiative will have a very 
serious negative impact on law enforcement’s ability to investigate drug trafficking and 
its related crimes in Cook County. 

The High Intensity Drug Trafficking (HIDTA) initiative is an extremely successful 
program in Chicago and surrounding Cook County. Its continued viability is critical to 
the successful case development and prosecution of Gang Crime and Narcotic offenders 
in this highly populated area of the country'. Cook County is the second largest county in 
the country and is comprised of the City of Chicago, one hundred and eighteen 
municipalities and a significant amount of unincorporated area. 

The current mission of the Chicago Police Department is to make every effort to 
vigorously drive gang activity and narcotic trafficking beyond the city limits of Chicago. 
This strategy has been successful but has had a negative impact on suburban 
municipalities within Cook County. Suburban municipalities are experiencing increased 
narcotic activity as well as an increase in narcotic related street crimes and homicides. 

The HIDTA initiative has been successful in targeting drug traffickers in the suburbs of 
Cook County and has been an extremely reliable and beneficial source of intelligence to 
law enforcement. For example, recent intelligence has revealed that 60% of the Chicago 
Police Department’s “Main 21” drug traffickers live in suburban Cook County. The 
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Chicago Police Department, DBA, FBI, ATF, Cook County Sheriffs Office, U.S. 
Attorney’s Office and the Cook County State’s Attorneys Office continue to work 
cooperatively together to share intelligence and investigate the criminal enterprises 
directed by these high ranking gang members who operate in Chicago and in the suburbs. 

Law enforcement’s ability to obtain intelligence has been enormously enhanced through 
the world-wide intelligence network that HIDTA created and maintains. The HIDTA 
De-confliction Program is invaluable in its ability to identify targets of on-going 
investigations conducted by disparate law enforcement agencies. The De-confliction 
Program has become critical to officer safety during undercover operations. 

The Cook County Sheriff Office has a 75 member Gang Crimes/Narcotic Unit which 
receives essential monetary support from HIDTA. The unit’s mission is to work 
cooperatively with federal, state and local law enforcement agencies and focus on 
assisting suburban Cook County municipalities targeting organized gangs and drug 
dealers who have begun to take a foot hold within the County. Most suburban police 
departments are inadequately equipped to conduct their own covert investigations which 
frequently require undercover operations and several weeks or months to complete. 

In conclusion, our ability to pro-actively investigate narcotic trafficking and related 
crimes is directly linked to maintaining or increasing HIDTA fimding. Any reduction in 
this most critical resource would have a devastating negative effect on our ability to 
investigate narcotic related crimes and will have an impact on quality of life issues for 
every citizen in Cook County. 



Michael F. Sheahan 
Sheriff of Cook County 



ILLINOIS STATE POLICE 

O ffice of the Director 


Rod R. Blagojevich 
Governor 


March 7, 2005 


Larry G. Trent 
Director 


Honorable Mark Souder 
Chairman 

Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, 
and Human Resources 
2231 Rayburn 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Chairman Souder: 

I would like to take this opportunity to stress the importance of continued funding 
support to the Chicago HIDTA and operational support to the Illinois State Police narcotics 
enforcement efforts in the Chicago area. The ISP has been fortunate to receive 
continuous funding for the upper-level narcotics enforcement and interdiction efforts of the 
Narcotics and Currency Interdiction (NARCINT) initiative since 1999. This multi 
jurisdictional ISP unit has proven to be an extremely important element in furthering the 
efforts of the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP), both through operational 
enforcement efforts and, more importantly, from the cooperative relationships that have 
been developed between the Chicago HIDTA/NARCINT and law enforcement agencies 
nationwide. 

The cooperative effort and supportive venue made possible through the Chicago 
HIDTA program have successfully bridged the gap between federal, state, and local 
agencies allowing for the first time a successful, unified approach to battling the war 
against drugs. The NARCINT effort alone has propelled the problem of illicit narcotics 
trafficking and drug-related money laundering in the Chicago area to the forefront of 
enforcement efforts nationally. The Chicago HIDTA, with the support of NARCINT, 
became the first non border state effort to be included in the Operation COBIJA Concept 
that has successfully monitored and devised enforcement strategies against narcotics 
smuggling through Mexico. 
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Honorable Mark Souder 
March 7, 2005 


Through the efforts of the Chicago HIDTA initiative, agencies around the country have 
a support mechanism for the continuation of cases beyond the traditional one-dimensional 
concept. Additionally, the intelligence support provided through the Chicago HIDTA 
Investigative Support Center makes the Chicago HIDTA program truly a multi faceted 
resource. To lose the financial support and logistical tools made possible through the 
HIDTA concept would be catastrophic to the people of Illinois, because despite the lack 
of viable funding, the violent and destructive narcotics enterprises that exist around the 
world will continue to focus distribution efforts toward the hub that exists in the Chicago 
area. Unfortunately, without the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area concept in Illinois, the 
ISP drug enforcement efforts will be significantly curtailed, as will the efforts of other local 
agencies who have joined forces under the HIDTA umbrella. 

As you move forward in your Subcommittee efforts to make critical funding decisions, 

I respectfully request unbridled support from Washington in order to keep the HIDTA 
operation in Illinois at its current funding level so that it remains one of vitality and viability. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me or my staff should there be anything else that can be 
done by the ISP to impress upon the leadership of Congress what is at stake if the Chicago 
HIDTA does not remain fiscally strong, functional, and grounded by an Executive Director 
and Executive Committee that represents all levels of enforcement interests. 

Sincerely, 

Larry ©. Trent 

Director 
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The Honorable Mark E. Souder 
Chairman 

Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy and Human Resources 
House Government Reform Committee 
2231 Rayburn HOB 
Washington, D.C. 20515-1403 

Dear Chairman Souder, 

I would like to take this opportunity to object to the budget cuts and organizational reform 
proposed for the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area Program (HIDTA). In recent years 
Chicago HIDTA has proved to be an invaluable ally for the Chicago Police Department. 

Through our partnership with HIDTA, we have seen significant results in the reduction of 
narcotics sales in our communities. It is my understanding that HIDTA stands to lose 56% of 
their funding, and will be restructured in a way that limits local collaboration. We are concerned 
that the significant funding cuts and the loss of local participation in HIDTA will severely 
jeopardize the federal, state and local cooperation that is so important in fighting narcotics and 
their related crime in our community. 

Chicago HIDTA helps to coordinate drug enforcement efforts for the City of Chicago. The 
Chicago Police Department (CPD) has worked with HIDTA since 1995 when an initiative was 
formed to target the Gangster Disciples street gang. Since then, working with HIDTA has 
allowed the disruption of major narcotics trafficking rings and the distribution networks that are 
responsible for the deadly nexus of gangs, guns and drugs that trouble Chicago. Recent 
reductions in drug-related crime have been due, in part, to the successful collaborative model 
developed by HIDTA. This model brings local, state and federal law enforcement together to 
focus on a common mission— the disruption of drug trafficking. We have not only benefitted 
from this collaboration, we have learned that it is a smarter way of doing police business in 
urban crime areas and has helped to make our City a safer place. 

Our partnership with HIDTA has enabled the investigation, apprehension and prosecution of 
individuals responsible for distributing a broad array of dangerous drugs and causing drug- 
related violence. Moreover, it has helped us build drug conspiracy cases against drug trafficking 
organizations, and has supported complex investigations that have resulted in indictments both 
at the local and federal levels. 

Much of what we have accomplished with the assistance of HIDTA has been possible because 
of drug intelligence developed by the HIDTA Investigative Support Center. We rely on the 
analysis and real time information from HIDTA intelligence operations. Through their role as a 
clearinghouse for sharing strategic information, HIDTA has provided CPD with the ability to 
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identify, track and target trafficking groups. If funding levels were reduced, our Department 
would sustain a critical loss to our ability to continue successful drug operations, such as Street 
Corner Conspiracies. These operations clear open air street corner drug markets, reclaim them 
from the drug dealers, and restore community safety. They have resulted in more than 35 
investigations and 500 arrests, as well as participation in several federal drug conspiracies 
resulting in more than 100 arrests. As a result of our successful partnership with HIDTA, our 
streets are safer and families can more fully enjoy life in their communities. 

Keeping the streets safe is further enhanced by other HIDTA initiatives in the metropolitan area 
such as the Cook County Jail initiative. This initiative brings together Cook County Sheriff's 
P.D, personnel and CPD personnel to gather intelligence from jail inmates as to gang and drug 
trafficking activity, and disrupt the management of these activities by incarcerated gang leaders. 
HIDTA has designed an informational gang database to collate this information. 

HIDTA ensures that law enforcement drug operations have consistent direction, follow policy 
guidelines, engage in strategic planning, and communicate across organizations and 
jurisdictions. These factors give law enforcement an advantage over criminals that would be 
difficult to achieve if working independently. HIDTA initiatives have been instrumental in 
assisting the CPD with, among other initiatives, disrupting distribution networks that supply 
street gangs, targeting "package interdiction," providing access to the information center and 
intelligence networks, targeting heroin markets, and providing case and trial support as well as 
post case seizure analysis. 

All of these activities speak to the comprehensive strategy that is required for intervening in 
drug crime. They also show how varied skills are required that may be beyond those of 
traditional law enforcement, how multiple knowledge bases need to be developed, and how 
human, technological and financial resources need to be applied strategically. 

HIDTA clearly represents a model for leveraging all resources in order to provide 
comprehensive approaches for stopping drug crime. The joint leadership of the HIDTA 
Executive Board has been instrumental in ensuring that law enforcement engages in strategic 
planning and coordination of efforts to disrupt drug markets, immobilize the proliferation of 
criminal networks, and reduce drug-related crime. Without the ability to maintain the operational 
collaboration made possible by HIDTA resources, local law enforcement faces a risk of 
returning to the days when cooperation was unpredictable, delivered on a case-by-case basis, 
and often ineffective in disrupting drug trafficking. 

The Chicago Police Department opposes plans for the reduced funding and the reorganization 
of HIDTA. If the funding levels are dropped and if local participation in HIDTA is reduced it will 
be difficult, if not impossible, to maintain our declining crime rates and to prevent escalated 
drug-related violence. The Chicago Police Department believes it is imperative to continue 
HIDTA in its present form of joint federal, state and local participation and at its current or 
increased funding level if we are to maintain our advantage over narcotic traffickers and beat 
drug dealers at their own game. 

Sincerely, 

Philip J. Cline 
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March 28, 2005 


The Honorable Mark Souder 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, 

Drug Policy and Human Resources 
B-373 Rayburn Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

Re: Rocky Mountain HIDTA Response 

Dear Chairman Souder: 

Thank you for giving the HIDTA Directors the opportunity to respond to your questions and to 
make this part of the written record, I want to commend you and the committee members for 
seeking the facts about the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area program related to the proposal 
to reduce funding by $127 million and to move the program from ONDCP to the Department of 
Justice. In response to your questions: 

1) “Although each High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) received a certain 
amount of money from the federal government to help fund its activities, state and local 
agencies participating in the HIDTA have also agreed to dedicate their own resources to 
HIDTA task forces and initiatives - in the form of personnel, equipment, office space, 
etc. Some of those contributions are reimbursed by the federal funds, but not all.” 

a) “What is the approximate dollar value of all nnreimbursed state and local 
contributions to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA?” Rocky Mountain HIDTA 
involves thirty-seven different initiatives in a four state region. The program includes 
two intelligence centers, a training unit, thirty multi-agency collocated drug task forces 
and four interdiction initiatives with the highway patrols. The program involves 
hundreds of state and local personnel that make significant unreimburseable state and 
local contributions to our initiatives. The dollar amount will be approximate because of 
the differences in salaries, fringe benefits, price per square foot for facilities, etc. I have 
attempted to provide a conservative response and a “best estimate”, I have taken into 
account that some of our initiatives receive funding from other federal programs. The 
total dollar value of all unreimbursed state and local contributions to Rocky Mountain 
HIDTA is approximately $39,480,000 annually. 

b) “What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed contributions of federal 
law enforcement agencies to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA?” Approximately 
$12,397,000 annually. 

c) “Do you believe that, if your HIDTA’s federal program fund were reduced or 
eliminated, that the state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA would 
continue to make all of those unreimbursed contributions, or would they be likely to 
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put those resources elsewhere?” There is little doubt should the HIDTA funds be 
significantly reduced or eliminated that the state and local agencies would not continue 
these unreimbursed contributions and likely put their resources elsewhere. In the case of 
Rocky Mountain HIDTA, at least six of our most significant task forces would be 
disbanded and seventeen task forces believe that their operational productivity would be 
reduced anywhere from 50 to 75%. Sheriff Stan Hilkey, Mesa County, Colorado in 
reference to the Rocky Mountain HIDTA Program, is quoted . .any plan to erode that 
infrastructure would be devastating to the efforts being made to reduce drug trafficking in 
our nation.” Chief Luis Velez, Colorado Springs Police Department, Colorado, in 
reference to the Rocky Mountain HIDTA Program is quoted “. . . A program that brings 
together all three levels of government (federal, state and local) into a working 
environment would be destroyed. The benefits of investigative coordination, 
regionalized training, networking at the drug unit commanders’ level and at the CEO’s 
level would cease to exist. . .” Sheriff Lou Vallario, Garfield County, Colorado is quoted 
“. . .1 believe most task forces would be eliminated in our Rocky Mountain HIDTA 
Region. . .” The Montana Association of Chiefs of Police in a letter states “. . .It should 
not be placed within a department that gives the perception that it is under the control and 
direction of a federal law enforcement entity. To do so would certainly influence state 
and local participation and ownership of the program. . .” Chief Nielsen, West Valley 
Police Department, Utah states “. . .If the HIDTA Program was eliminated, so too would 
our drug task forces be eliminated, and we would set drug law enforcement in the metro 
area backwards.” Sheriff Aaron Kennard, Salt Lake County, Utah states “. . .To eliminate 
or significantly reduce the program and move it to Justice would set us back ten to fifteen 
years.” Chief Robert Fecht, Cheyenne Police Department, Wyoming states “...To cease 
funding these efforts will lead to almost immediate capitulation to drug traffickers in the 
region and major amounts of narcotics will flow freely.” 

I have been told by numerous law enforcement administrators and drug unit commanders 
that should HIDTA funds be eliminated or significantly reduced that they could not 
continue to make the contributions they are making to drug enforcement and would have 
to realign their resources. 

2) “State and local agencies that currently participate in the HIDTA program have to 
decide for themselves how many officers and how much equipment, office space or 
other resources to dedicate to HIDTA task forces or initiatives. They have to go 
through the same long-term budget planning that the federal government does to reach 
these decisions. If each individual HIDTA’s federal budget were to fluctuate 
significantly each year, do you believe that that would make it more difficult for state 
and local agencies to commit their resources to HIDTA over the long term?” 

Absolutely! There are a number of issues from a state and local agency perspective when it 
comes to participating in a program such as HIDTA. I cannot count how many times I have 
been asked by state and local law enforcement administrators how long the HIDTA Program 
will last and do you think we will have funding next year? This is important as they make 
their decisions on long term budgeting, committing resources, signing contracts, signing 
leases, putting in computer lines and networking systems. Due to the stability of the HIDTA 
Program, the state and local law enforcement administrators have gained some confidence. 
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that short of productivity issues, the HIDTA funds will be available, and they can continue to 
do long-term planning. It is almost impossible to address any threat and implement effective 
strategies, if it can’t be done in the long term but rather on a year-to-year basis. 

3) “The Administration has argued that the HIDTA Program now gives too little 
discretion to the federal government to redirect HIDTA resources to respond to the 
changing drug threat. They have stated that locking in each HIDTA’s budget every 
year means that the program cannot adapt when the drug traffickers adapt. Should the 
Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) have at least some discretion to 
reallocate the HIDTA budget? If so, what do you believe is the right amount of 
discretion, and how could that discretion best be used without unduly disrupting each 
HIDTA’s operations?” It is interesting to note that one of the many positive aspects of the 
HIDTA Program is its ability and flexibility to adapt to meet the regional drug threat. Each 
HIDTA region has a slightly different drug threat which cannot be effectively addressed from 
a centralized distant location. This should be done at a regional level. For the federal 
government to indicate that they don’t have the discretion to respond to the changing drug 
threat is to not understand the HIDTA Program. The federal government, along with state 
and local government, is using its regional discretion to redirect HIDTA resources to respond 
to the regional drug threat which affects this nation. 

There should be a baseline for each HIDTA so they can implement long-term planning and 
strategies. However, I also believe that ONDCP’s Bureau of State and Local Affairs, which 
manages the HIDTA Program, should be allocated a certain amount of supplemental funds 
over the baseline to allow some discretion to plus-up programs or develop new programs to 
meet emerging national threats. This would give them the opportunity to test a new program 
or strategy and if successful, then seek additional funding. The key to the discretionary 
funding mechanism being effective is working with the expertise that is available through the 
various HIDTAs. In the past, ONDCP’s discretionary funding plan has had little or no 
interaction with HIDTA directors or the executive boards. The HIDTA directors can be in a 
key advisory role since they are involved with federal, state and local law enforcement 
throughout the nation interacting with the top law enforcement leaders in this country as well 
as the officers implementing the strategy. 

4) “The Administration has proposed transferring the HIDTA program from the 
management of ONDCP to the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force 
(OCDETF) at the U.S. Department of Justice.” 

a) “Do you support this proposal? If not, why not?” I do not support this proposal for a 
number of reasons as follows: 

• OCDETF and HIDTA are different programs with different missions. 

• Since the executive boards are made up of an equal number of federal and state/local 
representatives, placing HIDTA under Justice could either potentially or it could be 
perceived that Justice members could be forced to vote as a block. Department of 
Justice personnel such as the U.S. Attorney, DEA, FBI, ATF and U.S. Marshals 
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Service are on many if not all the boards. Currently, there is no ONDCP 
representative on any of the boards and thus nobody from the management agency to 
exert pressure. 

• The HTDTA Program has worked extremely well and effectively under ONDCP’s 
Bureau of State and Local Affairs. Why change and potentially impact the program’s 
effectiveness. 

• If HIDTA were to be moved to Justice, it would be difficult for Department of Justice 
to remain objective or certainly prevent the appearance and perception of neutrality 
and unbiased management of the program since Department of Justice (DBA, FBI, 
ATF and U.S. Marshals Service) vie for HIDTA Program resources. The true equal 
federal, state and local partnership would be destroyed. 

• Age-old agency cultures and impending turf battles are surmounted daily in favor of 
more suitable cooperation and coordination among participating agencies. These 
significant and unprecedented outcomes would not occur if HIDTA were under the 
stewardship of a Justice agency. 

• Management of the program requires review of HIDTA threat assessments, strategies 
and budgets. Information gleaned from these processes gives the Bureau of State and 
Local Affairs a unique, accurate perspective of drug issues. Congressional wisdom in 
having ONDCP manage the HIDTA program has paid huge dividends for law 
enforcement and the American People. 

• The HIDTA program provides ONDCP’s Bureau of State and Local Affairs with a 
unique link to state and local criminal justice agencies, an often-overlooked 
commodity and partner in our fight against illicit drugs and drug-related crime. Many 
interagency meetings intended to enhance cooperation and coordination are attended 
by ONDCP solely because it manages the HIDTA Program. 

• The HIDTA Program has flourished largely because of grass roots support by state 
and local criminal justice agencies. This undaunted support comes chiefly because 
the program is managed by a neutral agency with no competing interests in the 
program resources. ONDCP provides the unbiased neutrality, real and perceived, 
necessary for law enforcement agencies to willingly participate in the program. 

• ONDCP’s Bureau of State and Local Affairs policy making and leadership roles are 
significantly enhanced by using the HIDTA Program as a primary vehicle to 
implement its national policies (i.e., connectivity between HlDTAs, National 
Clandestine Laboratory Seizure System, National Methamphetamine Initiative and 
other programs that directly impact national drug policy). 

• The HIDTA Program’s national scope provides an immediate pulse on regional drug 
trends and issues while enhancing the capability to implement policy nationwide. 
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• HIDTA improves ONDCP’s Bureau of State and Local Affairs’ ability to promote 
cooperation and coordination among all levels of criminal justice agencies as well as 
among law enforcement, prevention and treatment. 

• The HIDTA Program provides for an equal partnership between federal, state and 
local law enforcement leaders tailored for a regional approval and goals yet tied to the 
national mission. OCDETF is a federally run program not a partnership and focuses 
strictly on national issues. 

A local task force commander said it best when referring to the HIDTA Program. 
“You guys are not hung up in making sure you get the recognition or must be the 
leaders but rather, you root for everybody. If the feds, state and locals all get along 
and are successful, then you guys are happy. That’s really unique in any kind of 
multi-agency operation. That’s one of the cool things about HIDTA”. The Chiefs of 
Police Association of Montana states: “The HIDTA Program has enjoyed wide 
acceptance by the heads of state and local law enforcement agencies for two 
important reasons. Under HIDTA, state and local heads of agencies join with their 
federal counterparts on an equal basis which is to determine the direction of their 
individual HIDTAs. There is no cooperative endeavor of this magnitude in law 
enforcement today. Secondly, the HIDTA Program has been able to project a degree 
of separation from other federal agencies by its placement within ONDCP. Although 
ONDCP has shown a reluctance to administer the program, it should be placed within 
a department that gives the perception that it is under the control and direction of a 
federal law enforcement entity. To do otherwise would certainty influence state and 
local participation and ownership of the program. . .” 

b) “Do you believe that the state and local agencies you work with would prefer to 
work with the OCDETF program than with HIDTA as it currently exists?” 

Absolutely not! Since this proposal has been recommended, I have spoken to or 
interacted with most of our partners in the HIDTA Program including chiefs, sheriffs, 
district attorneys, drug unit commanders, and drug officers. Every single one 1 have 
talked to does not want to be part of Justice or the OCDETF Program. I have not heard 
of anyone, including our regional federal partners that thought being under OCDETF 
would be a positive move for the HIDTA Program. Many federal leaders on a regional 
basis have expressed concern on the adverse affect this proposal would have on their 
operations. However, most are reluctant to address this publicly because many work for 
Justice. 

Some comments from Rocky Mountain HIDTA non- Justice federal partners: 

Special Agent in Charge, Jeff Copp, Immigrations and Customs Enforcement 

• “The Rocky Mountain HIDTA has inspired a sense of selfless cooperation between 
federal, state and local law enforcement agencies. Prior to HIDTA’s establishment, 
this type of cooperation was non-existent. The design of the Rocky Mountain 
HIDTA places federal and local agencies on a level playing field, which allows state 
and local law enforcement agencies greater breadth in addressing the multi- 
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jurisdictional problems affecting their communities.” 

Inspector in Charge, Kathleen Robertson, U.S. Postal Service 

• “RMHIDTA has provided the leadership needed to bring local, state and federal law 
enforcement together in a partnership to combat the drug problem. The Rocky 
Mountain Highway Patrol Network, newly established multi-agency task forces, 
emphasis on intelligence sharing, professional training and high degree of 
accountability are only a few examples of the positive affects of HIDTA in the Rocky 
Mountain Region. Elimination or significant reduction of HIDTA would set the 
region back at least ten years.” 

Gary Hillberry, Former Special Agent in Charge, U.S. Customs Service 

• “I have been involved in federal law enforcement for over 35 years. . . I served as a 
regional OCDETF Coordinator for three years. During my law enforcement career, I 
have seen the creation of OCDETF. FINCEN, HIDTA, HIFCA, EPIC, NDIC, SOD 
and now DEA’s proposed Fusion Center. Virtually my entire law enforcement career 
has been involved in conducting, supervising or managing drug smuggling and drug 
money laundering investigations of drug organizations. . .Of the various programs 
summarized above, the national HIDTA Program has been the most effective in 
targeting drug organizations and bringing federal, state, and local drug enforcement 
resources together in a concerted effort against the dmg problem in this country. 

If the national HIDTA Program should be scaled back as currently proposed, this will 
have a dramatic affect on law enforcement’s efforts against major drug trafficking 
organizations. Before HIDTA there existed a certain distrust of federal agencies by 
state and local departments because of the way these departments were treated by 
certain federal agencies. When HIDTA was created these animosities and old time 
distrust dissolved and disappeared under HIDTA Task Forces_and programs where all 
participating agencies were treated as equals. If HIDTA should be de-funded as 
proposed, the cooperation and attitudes that existed per HIDTA will surely return. . .” 

c) “What are the primary differences, in your opinion, between the OCDETF program 

and the current HIDTA program?” 

• Task Forces: OCDETF’s nine regional “task forces” are non-operational, 
administrative bodies that are labeled task forces solely due to their varied federal 
participants. They do not perform any enforcement activities. HIDTA funded task 
forces are commingled, collocated, multi-agency, operational units made up of 
federal, state and local officers with various missions that include, but are not limited 
to, money laundering, distribution, sales, interdiction, prosecution, violence, gangs 
and intelligence. The 355 HIDTA-funded task forces across the country involve over 
12,000 personnel (2/3 of which are from state and local agencies.) 

• Intelligence and Support Activities: OCDETF has no intelligence capabilities of its 
own nor does it provide any intelligence to law enforcement. All intelligence resides 
within the member’s respective agency. OCDETF’s support activity is that of 
funding. It does not provide investigative support beyond prosecution and money. 
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HIDTA has intelligence units that: 

o Have multiple local, state and federal as well as commercial databases with 
pointer indices to avoid duplicative investigative effort and enhance productivity 
o Provide post-seizure analysis 

o Offer deconfliction of cases, subjects and operational events ensuring officer and 
citizen safety 

o Are connected to national law enforcement cyber pipelines to ensure connectivity 
among HIDTAs and other law enforcement agencies 
o Produce annual threat assessments and special strategic reports 
o Have sub-committees and task force commanders from local, state and federal 
agencies to direct their activities 

o Provide analytical support through all phases of an investigation 
o Conduct pro-active intelligence activities to produce informants and develop 
cases 

• Funding: The $550 million OCDETF budget primarily funds approximately 4,000 
federal personnel outside their agency’s budget. These agents and personnel are 
assigned to their various divisional offices carrying out their respective agency’s 
mission relating to drug enforcement and under the direction of the special agent in 
charge of that office, A small percentage of the OCDETF budget directly helps fund 
OCDETF-designated investigations with overtime and travel money for state and 
local law enforcement. The $227 million of HIDTA funding in twenty-eight strategic 
regions goes to support: 

o 355 operational task forces (65% established by HIDTA) 
o 53 intelligence centers (all but one established by HIDT A) 
o 4,428 federal personnel 

o 8,459 state and local personnel of which 1 ,996 are directly funded by the HIDTA 
Program 

The fact that funding can be distributed among local, state and federal agencies at the 
Executive Board’s direction allows for fiscal flexibility which would be unavailable 
within the Department of .lustice. 

• Structure: OCDETF is a program for federal agencies and managed by a federal 
agency. The majority of its budget funds full time federal employees distributed 
among participating federal agencies. No funding is provided for sustained 
analytical/intelligence support, equipment or case development (prior to OCDETF 
designation). It has no operational task forces, pointer indices or intelligence 
capability, Non-federal agencies are not represented in their administrative task 
forces. HIDTAs are governed by executive boards that contain an equal number of 
state/local law enforcement agency heads and federal agency administrators. These 
partnerships produce regional threat assessments, develop strategies to attack the 
threat and implement the strategies with operational task forces. They decide the 
level of funding for each task force and assess results annually. Task force 
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commanders are selected from agencies participating in HIDTA and lead 
commingled, collocated officers and analytical personnel in their investigative effort. 
The task forces are continually monitored for efficiency and effectiveness by the 
Executive Board. Each task force and ultimately each HIDTA must report their 
success through OMB compatible performance measures. 

• Operations: OCDETF designated investigations are submitted to OCDETF by 
federal, state and local agencies and/or task forces. The designation is generally for 
funding assistance and the assignment of prosecutors on a case by case basis. The 
OCDETF-funded federal positions are assigned to work within their respective 
federal offices throughout the United States. Unlike OCDETF, HIDTA task forces 
actually develop and open cases, provide and share intelligence and informants that 
leads to OCDETF investigations and support for other OCDETF cases across the 
country. HIDTA proactively identifies, targets, investigates and attempts to disrupt or 
dismantle international, multi-state and local drug trafficking organizations. 

• Flexibility: OCDETF cases are generally major DTOs only brought to them by 
federal agencies or HIDTAs. OCDETF doesn’t target threats or maintain the 
flexibility to address problems such as prescription drugs, club drugs, clandestine 
labs, steroids, etc. HIDTA retains the flexibility to both target major DTOs but also 
address regional threats that are identified such as methamphetamine and clandestine 
labs. Meth labs have been a major threat for many HIDTAs. 

5) “Current ONDCP operation guidelines for the HIDTA program require that each 
HIDTA divide full voting authority on its executive board between federal agency 
representatives on one hand, and state and local agency representatives on the other. 
The Administration has apparently not yet decided whether OCDETF would maintain 
this practice if given control of the HIDTA program.” 

a) “Does your HIDTA currently comply with this directive? If not, why not?” Rocky 
Mountain HIDTA does comply with this directive and each member of the Executive 
Board has full voting authority. However, at Rocky Mountain HIDTA, by choice of the 
Executive Board including the federal members, the representation between federal, state 
and local is not exactly equal. Because there are four states and to assure equal 
representation, there are ten federal members and thirteen state/local members. Rocky 
Mountain HIDTA has sought and obtained an exemption from the equal federal, 
state/local representation on the Board as well as the size of the board from the 
recommended sixteen to Rocky Mountain HIDTA’s twenty-three. This arrangement has 
served the community well with no problems. 

b) “How important is this 50/50 balance on the executive board to the overall success of 
your HIDTA? If that balance were eliminated and federal agencies were given 
majority control of each HIDTA, would that have a negative impact on the 
HIDTAs? If so, how?” One of the primary keys to the success of the HIDTA Program 
is that there are relatively balanced executive boards between federal, state and local law 
enforcement leaders giving each an equal voice and ownership of the program. If this 
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balance were eliminated and federal agencies would take control, it would become just 
another federal program, and many state and local participants would eventually leave. 
State and local law enforcement would probably not embrace the program, would not 
have ownership and thus, would not have the commitment. The state and local resources 
to the HIDTA Program far outweigh what the federal government has committed. The 
HIDTA Program partners with state and local law enforcement to address the drug 
problem regionally and joins the federal government in addressing the national drug 
strategy. 

6) “Do you believe that the uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA program created by the 
Administration’s proposals has itself had a negative impact on your HIDTA’s 
programs? For example, could that uncertainty make it more difficult to hire or retain 
new personnel for your HIDTA’s administrative officers, or make it more difficult to 
obtain personnel, resource, or other commitments from state, local or federal agencies 
participating in your HIDTA?” Yes, it has had a significant negative impact on the 
HIDTA Program. Agencies are reluctant to sign contracts, make any commitments past this 
calendar year and employees worried about their jobs are seeking employment elsewhere. 
This has been very disruptive. Task force officers and support personnel are concerned 
whether the task force will be in existence and are reluctant to commit to long term drug 
trafficking organization investigations. The proposal has affected morale for those who have 
worked so hard to make the HIDTA Program a success. The men and women on the street 
doing the work feel as if they have been given a severe blow. The proposal has created some 
sense of separation between those members of the board in Justice who, for the most part, 
understandably refrain from getting involved in this issue. This has put a strain on 
relationships and communications between our state/local and federal agencies and will need 
some mending for the future. The future is now in the hands of Congress and most feel 
Congress will do the right thing. 


Sincerely, 


Thomas J. Gorman 

Director, Rocky Mountain HIDTA 
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Officers 

President 

Bill Kolender 
Sheriff, San Diego County 

1st Vice President 
Gary Penrod 

Sheriff. San Bernardino County 
2nd Vice President 
l-aurie Smith 
Sheriff, Santa Clara County- 

Secretary 
Ed Bonner 
Sheriff Placer County 



.^Tehama County 
Sergeanl-at-Arms 
CunisHiU 

Shetff, San Benito County 
Sergeanl-at-Arms, Emeritus 
O. J- "Bud" Hawkins 


Californta ^tate Sheriffs;’ ^sfsotiatinn 

Orgatication Fomtded by the Sheriffs in IS94 


Aprii 7, 2005 

The Honorable Mai1< F. Sauder, Chairman 

Subcommittee on Criminal Justice Drug Policy and Human Resources 

2157 Ra>iiurn House Office 

Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Chairman Sauder: 

On behalf of the California Stale Sheriffe' Association, I write tod^^ to ejqsress our de^ concern wiSr the 
President’s FY 2006 Natiwial Drug Control bud^t proposal. This proposal includes a $128 million reduction in 
the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) program funding from $228 million in FY 2005 to $100 million in 
FY 2(K)6. Only select, big city HIDTA programs receive funds following ftis severe funefing reduction. 


Irnmediate Past President 
Robert Doyie 
Sheriff, Marin County 

Directors 
Lou Bianas 

Sheriff, Saeramenio Cowiiy 

Bob Brooks 
Sheriff. Ventura CEwniy 

MikeCarona 
Sheriff, Oraage County 

Jim Denney 


Dm Henley 
Sheriff, Sim Meltd bounty 

DaoPuankk 

Sherff, litiiio County 

MaitPazin 
Sheriff. Men a( C<>hhI.i, 

Micl»ei ftizn&b 
.Sheriff. ('““"‘y 

Osy Sin^son 
.Sheriff, Napa Couniy 

Presidenbs’ Counsel 

Bruce Mix 
Sheriff, Modoc County 
Chtuies Ptimuier 
Sheriff, AUmeda County 
JimPe^ 

Sheriff, Sha.ua C’ounry 

Wairen Rupf 

Sheriff, Contra Costa County 

Ixs Weidman 

Shrriff, Slonislau-t CounlV 

Steve Szalay 

Execulh’e Director 


Sheriff, Sutter Coim^ 


As I am sure you are aware, Cali^ia is essentially “ground zero” for drag trafficking, particui^y 
methamphetamine. The Interstate 5 corridor is well known for its convenience in transiting drugs up and 
down ffie state and all of our regional HIDTA’s play a significant rate in succ^hjlly addres^ and deterring 
manufacrare and trafficldng of methamphetamine and offier illegal drags. Cuffing ffie program iuid cfirec^ng 
funds to only big city HIDTA pri^rams virhjaity guarantees that criminals wiH redirect ffieir (^jerayons to !e^- 
populated areas such as Caiifomia's Central Valley. We urge your efforts to support fuN funffing for the HIDTA 
program. 

Another ar^ is the proposed elimination of ail Byrne discretionary granffi thiA 

help suppoftTither'i^'^ in the stats. Ths funrfing is used to offset the high costs of this critical public 
safety function. 

These propps^ovi^-.sisyafety weaken ffie federal.state and local partnerships that have developed over the 
ye^'.in co^tii^ i^llginiA's ^ivpblems arid the successes. achieved^ The HIDTA prograrwls successful 
because It forms' equal partnerships between federal, state and local law enforcement leaders. The collective 
task force' presence has been an effective force against drug trafficking orgarizations, methamphetamine 
laboratory op^ators, arxl drag cartels. How these successful progr»ns face extensive reductitm andfor 
eiiminatlon. 


Califpmi^’Si^he.Rife mpectfuily ^esiyour support of funding for these ier^tiantirro^^ams. 

Thank you in advance fot your attention tp ow concerns. 


Sincerely, 



William B. Kolender, President 
Sheriff, San Diego County 


WBK/cme 

cc: Alt California Sheriffs 

Steve Szalay, CSSA Executive Director 
Nick Warner, CSSA Legislative Director 


Nick Wainer 
Ij^gislalire Director 

ManinJ.Mayer MSOHatysdCX.SleS * W8SlSacfwienlo.Caiifcknia95691-5ro^ 

Oenerni Counsel POB(H98orao .• Vlfesl SawaTOnto. (^tWomia 957984)7^ . . 

’00£F«fB<aiL»J!qHiDTAMerwAair033i05 Te!epb«»9l6/375-8000 : FaxSISSKW? :> WebsS* e^shsfiffs.Mg ★ 8 .iTiat«aeeafshefitfs,w 9 
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COMMITTEE ON 
ARMED SERVICES 
COMMITTEE ON 
RESOURCES 

fflongrcaa of tlfc Mnitei States 
Moubc nf &eprE0Entattu£0 
HaBliragtnn, 1.®. 2D515 

May 5, 2005 


NEIL ABERCROMBIE 

1ST DISTRICT, HAWAII 
WHIP-AT-LARGE 



The Honorable Joe Knollenberg 
Chairman 

Subcommittee on Transportation, Treasury, and HUD, The Judiciary, District of Columbia 
Committee on Appropriations 
2358 Rayburn HOB 
Washington,D.C. 20515-0005 

^ 9 

flSllenberg: 


I am wWliBgro express my deep concerns over the steep budget cuts and proposed changes to the High 
Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) program. 1 am opposed to these changes and respectfully 
request that funding for the HIDTA program remain at least at current levels. 


Hawaii’s remote location in the middle of the Pacific Basin makes it an ideal transshipment point for 
illicit drugs to and from Asia and North America or to Pacific Basin locations where drug trafficking 
organizations can reap profits two to four times higher than average. As an island state, we do not face 
land based border threats. This allows law enforcement to focus on entry points from the air and sea, 
but the sheer volume of incoming traffic is massive and overwhelming. Each year, there are more than 
one million takeoffs and landings in Hawaii’s airports and over 28 million packages delivered into the 
state. In addition, 80 percent of the goods consumed within the state need to be imported in cargo 
shipments, many of which go uninspected. 


The Hawaii HIDTA has been central in the effort to stop the flow of drugs into and out of the State of 
Hawaii. The efforts have culminated in several outstaning investigations. One in particular, 
Operation Shave Ice, won the Hawaii HIDTA national recognition with an award for Outstanding 
Investigative Effort. Operation Shave Ice resulted in the indictment and arrest of 60 individuals, the 
execution of over 50 search warrants, the seizure of $510,000 in currency and $75,000 in assets, the 
seizure of 15 firearms and has resulted in a number of significant spin-off investigations. 

These efforts are especially significant due to state laws and court decisions which prohibit “walk and 
talks” and risks the safety of witnesses in order to obtain judicial approval for electronic surveillance. 
Efforts to amend the relevant Hawaii state laws did not complete the legislative cycle this year, and so 
Hawaii HIDTA investigations remain cracial in our effort to combat drag trafficking. Already, many 
lower level drug distributors go unprosecuted because they do not meet federal tliresholds and the 
evidence against them is inadmissible in state courts. If funding cuts force the Hawaii HIDTA to scale 


ORIGINATED FROM; 

OrWASHINGTON OmCE: 1502 LONGWORTH HOUSE OFHCE BUILDING. WASHINGTON. O.C. »IS15 225<2726 / 2S-4580 FAX 

n HOME OFFICE: ROOM 4-104, 300 ALA MOANA BLVD., HONOLULU, HAWAII 96^ (808) 541-;»70 / 533-0133 FAX 
Homepage: http://www.house.gov/abefcrombie/ E-maii: neil.abercrombie@mail.house.gov 
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I am also concerned that moving HIDTA to the Dep^tment of Justice will compromise the incentive 
for state and local law enforcement to partner with federal agencies. As it currently stands, the state 
and local law enforcement in Hawaii strongly believe they are given equal footing in the HIDTA 
program and join their federal colleagues to make decisions together. This equal partnership has 
persuaded many state and local agencies to contribute an unprecedented level of resources and 
manpower. Moving HIDTA from the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) to the 
Department of .Justice (DOJ) will upset the balance of power and end this successful relationship. 

This upset in power would also extend to other participating federal agencies that are not a part of 
DOJ. This includes the U.S. Coast Guard, Customs and Border Protection, Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement, the Internal Revenue Service and the U.S, Postal Service. 

In addition, it is my understanding that the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force 
(OCDETF), the proposed home for HIDTA, has a primary mission of bringing existing state cases to 
federal court. This is a disparate mission from HIDTA, which uses cooperative effort and intelligence 
sharing to uncover and breakdown previously unknown or suspected drug operations. ONDCP, a 
neutral office within the Executive Office of the President which focuses exclusively on drug control, 
is the better location for the HIDTA program. 

According to the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services and the U.S. Drug Enforcement 
Administration, Hawaii has the highest rate of crystal methamphetamine use per capita. Crystal 
methamphetamine has also overtaken alcohol as the primary substance used by adults admitted to 
treatment centers in Hawaii. We need the Hawaii HIDTA to continue its current role if not expand its 
reach into the Pacific. I urge you to restore HIDTA’s funding and keep it within ONDCP. 

I have included for your review a joint letter from the Chiefs of Police in Hawaii, a letter from the 
Executive Board of the Hawaii HIDTA and an article that ran in our local newspaper. I understand 
that appropriations are tight this fiscal year but I hope you will consider the costs that will arise in the 
future should HIDTA’s operations be compromised in Hawaii and across the nation. 


Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. 



I AWfdr^bie 
Member of Congress 


cc: The Honorable Mark Souder, Chairman of the Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy 

and Human Resources 

The Honorable Elijah E. Cummings, Ranking Member of the Subcommittee on Criminal 
Justice, Drug Policy and Human Resources 



'Hie Honorable Daniel Inouyc 
United States Senate 
722 Hart Senate OITice Building 
Washington. 0.0. 20510-1102 

The Honorable Daniel Akaka 
United States Senate 
141 Hart Senate OlTice Building 
Washington. D.C. 20510-1103^ 

Gentlemen: 


The Honorable Neil Abcrcroittbic 
United States House of Representatives 
1502 Longwonh House OITice Building 
Wa.shington. D.C. 2055-1 101 

The Honorable Ed Case 
United States House of Represcniaiives 
128 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515-1 102 


Wc arc very concerned ilial the OlTice of -National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) is proposing 
that the federal budget for the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) progrant he 
slashed by 57Cf and be transferred to the Departmenl of Justice. 

Your help is urgently needed to ensure that this program continues making a positive difference 
in Hawaii. Wc understand Congress may adopt budget resolutions very soon, setting the coiling 
on discretionary spending that will establish funditig and appropriations levels. Please consider 
this letter before making decisions that could adversely affect public safety in Hawaii. 

The FY2006 proposal wouk! have severe negative consctjucnces lor drug enforcement on the 
Island counties of: Oahu. Maui, Kauai, and the Big Island (Hawaii). HIDTA is the only format 
in Hawaii that facilitates fLill-tinie interagency cooperaiitm among federal, state and local 
Jurisdictions at a sustained high level. The HIDTA is managed and led by a multi-agency 
Executive Board cotnprised of equal ptuiicipalion fixan State. Local, and l-ederal leaders. All 
members of this Board are equal widi one another and promote inicragcncy C(K>pcra(ion at all 
levels. If the FY2()()6 budget proposal goes forward unchanged Hawaii's drug enforcement 
effort will suffer a setback, including: 

• Lack on'uiiding would dissolve the HID TA Executive Board 

• Loss of Interagency C<M)peration and Communication 

• Loss of Collocation and (T>mmingiing of Resources 

• I.OSS of Manpower for HID'T.A riin<led Task Forces 

• Significantly reduced disruption of the Drug Trafficking Market. 

• Less Upper Level Drug Trafficking Case.s 

• Loss of I'rave! Funding 

• I.oss of State and Local Resources 

• I >oss of Federal Resources 

• Loss of the Intelligence Support Center (ISC') 

• Diminished Ca.se Activation and Event Deconfiiction (T)mponent 

• Loss of 'I'raining Opportunities 
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The FY2006 budget proposal will have a negative impact if moved to the Department of Justice. I he 
HID ! A program is currently funded undo- the Bureau of State and Local ACiairs within ONDC'P. It is 
a Slate and Local law enforcement program with incentives to partner with Federal agencies having a 
counter-drug mission. Tins is an important distinction in that it places State and Local law enforcement 
on an equal fooling with their Federal counterparts through the operation of the Executive l?oard. As 
discussed above, there is equal representation on the Executive B<>ard. The Chair and Vice - Chair 
alternates annually between a Statc/Local department Head and a Federal agency Head. The State/l.oca! 
members provide 76% of the personnel that make up the full time task forces and initiatives. By 
contra.st the Department of Justice, OCDFTF program is 9K% funding for l-edera! investigative aiui 
prosecutorial positions, with full time task forces. 


Loss of Equal State and Local Representation 
Loss of Non-DO.I Federal /Vgcncy Representation 
Negative Impact on the OCDE I K Program 


The lilDTA program provides about S2.5 million in Federal funds to Hawaii each year. 
Although the funds are relatively small, the impact of this funding is far greater. With the 
acceptance of IflDTA funds, participating agencies direct their own resources along with 
personnel to the HIDTA task forces. Ohenlimcs Federal, State and Local agencies provide 
space, vehicles, equipment, anil additional part-time personnel to further the success of the 
initiatives they arc involved in. Statc/Local departments provide 229 full and part-time officers 
and support equipment valued at SIO million. No other program exists to focus the resources of 
.so many agencies toward one common goal. 


1 he scourge ol'erystal mclhamphetaminc exacerbates the need for these precious resources. 
Hawaii has the nation's highest rate ol'erystal mclhamphetaminc u.sc per capita, according to the 
I’.S, Department tif Health and Human Services and the U.S. Drug Lnibreement Administration, 
respectively. The HID I .A program is essential to combating this scourge. 

We are asking for your .support in as.suring that this program is fully funded and remains under 
the direction of the Office of National Dmg Control Policy. 



1 awieiicc Mnliuini 
Cliici'oJ' Police 

1 lawiii’i Coimiy Police Department 



IJoissc Correa 
Cliiel'olPoNcc 
Honolulu Police Department 



C'htetOI Police 
Kaua’i Police Department 
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(.'hair 


Charles (joodwin 
Viee-fhair 


EXECUTIVE BOARD 

PHOM :(808)356-44<M) 
Fv\: (80S>356-44')9 


March 24. 2005 


The Honorabie Daniel }nou\c 
I niied Suues Scnale 
722 Harl Senate OlTicc liuilding 
Washington. O.C. 20510-1 i02 

The Honorable Daniel Akaka 
I'nitcd Slates Senate 
141 I lart Senate Ol'llce Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510-1 HD 

Cienliemcn; 


The 1 lonorable Neil Abercrombie 
United Stales I louse of Reprcsenialives 
1502 l.oiigvvoilh House OHIce Building 
Washington. D.f, 2055-1 iO! 

The I lonorable Td Case 
United States House ofRepresentatives 
128 Cannon House Oftlce Building 
Washington. D.C. 205) 5-1 102 


Your help is urgently needed to ensure that core criminal and ju' cnile justice programs continue 
making a positive dilTcrcncc in I lawaii. V\'c understami Congress mu> adi>pi budget resolutions sers 
.soon, setting the ceiling on discretionary spending that will set funding kwols available for the 
appropriations process. Please consider the following inh^rmation before making decisions (hat 
could adversely affect public safciv in Hawaii. 

The Pivsidcnl's budget proposes retiucing justice assistance by more than $!..> billion in comparison 
to I' Y()5. or 44 percent. 1 his cut would come on top of more than $1 billion injustice funding 
reductions in l-'isca! Years 2002 through 20(15. 

Prev ious )'ear s hinding cuts have already resulted in li>ss i>f service, Hven a small lunding reduction 
in I- Y06. coming on lop of an appro\iniate 22 percent cut in l'Y05. will further reduce Hawaii's 
diTig/crime control efforts. The large f- Y()6 reduction proposed b> the President would eliminate 
mans of 1 lavvaii's Justice pr«>grains. atid the vital services they provide to hundreds olThousands ol' 

1 lawaii's citizens. 


Many federal programs work together to provide island residents access to crime lighting and drug 
prevention am! ireaimcnl resources. We particulailv want to bring to vour attention live naliona! 


M: .1 s v( It. I. r • ! \I!M>N -.If \l UJMt '1 vN| K'.;i ' • I ■ 
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programs that arc viial lo I lavvaii's clYorts. and lor which 1 lavvaii I'undiiig would be eliminated under 
the President's budget request; 

c hirst is the .jA(3''B\me-'l,ldiBCi program, which was funded at S725 in l YOd. 

$634 million in l'Y05. and is proposed for elimination in J‘Y06. 

) Second is the C'OPS Mcthampltetaminc l-nforccment and ( leanups program, which 
was funded at $54. 1 million in I' Y04. $52.6 million in PY()5. and is in the President's 
request, is reduced to onl\ $20 ntillion for PY06. 

o Third is ilie ,!u\cnile Accountability IBock Cirants program, which was funded at 
Slot) million in l YOa. $60 million in P Y04. $55 million in I Y()5. and is proposed for 
elimin ation in PYt)6. 

o Pourlh is the Tnforcing I'nderage Drinking Laws program, which was funded at S25 
tnillion in FY()4 and I- Y t)5. and would he eliminated in the administration's I- Y()6 
proposal. 

Idnally. the High lntensil> Drug Irafllcking Prt»gram {I III) fA) was funded at 
million in l YOd. $227 million in PY05. and is re duced b\ to $100 million in the 
I Y06 rcqttcsl and moved fonn ONDCP lo the Department of .Uisficc. 

What docs this mean to Hawaii? I ndcr the administration's proposal. I lawaii stands to lose neai i\ 

$! S million in annual program lunding to light drugs- like cry.stal tnethamphetamine (Kb.) — and 
support other vital programs. I Itis funding is the lifeblood ofour drug task forces, drug interdiction 
initiatives, enforcement teams. (dTendcr treatment programs and communits prc\ention'et!ucaiion 
initiatives in neighborhoods, communities, and .schools throughout our Stale. Under the President's 
budget request. Hawaii would see these program funds eliminated, further compounding the rcstuirce 
pinch when it comes to ^Irug and crime control efforts, such as; 

o f'Y2()()4 IIIDT.A funded nuiltl-agcnc\ enforcement task forces seized 1 1 .014 kilos 
(24.282 pounds) of illicit drugs with a wholesale tnarkci value of S48..T35.557.(lO: 
$4,057,226.00 in I ?S. currenc\ ; 40 vehicles: 220 firearms: and made 444 arrests. 

riic Hawaii 1 111)1. A funded lugitive I ask force has executed over 650 stale and 
lederai warrants resulting in over 700 arrests, including a "top 1 5" national 

fugitive. 

The Sale Nciglthtuhoml Initiative using HID l .A funds removed 1 35 lirearms IVtan 
our neigliborhoods and communities, gaining sentence enhancements for some ol 
tlie most \ iolent olTendcrs in I lawaii. 


Hr Hr M \ir .-rl'. :'l ‘ .T'.' . - . ■! ,-i i V-..,TT."vi- •: \1 -.Xl'u ■ v , v, • !>!.-- . ! T'v’a! ir M 
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A I ill) l A fuiKietl suppori iniiiative coortlimUcs State and Local lave enforceiiieni 
OSi lA certil’ications, training, ami equipment certillcalions for first responders to 
inelhaniphelaminc clandestine laboratories, reducing liability issues for Hawaii's 
cities and counties. 

c In CY2()04 there were 12.031 database entries tup from 0.393 entries in {.’Y2()03) 
and 2.234 critical event deconflictions tup from 1 .333 in CY2003) ihrough the 
Hawaii HID l A Investigative Support Cemcr and the WlSN/RlSSNet system. 

This insured officer safety ami facilitated sharing of intelligence and cooperation 
among our state, local and federal partners. 

fhe scourge of crysiai mcthampheiamine cxjKrcrbates the need for these precious resources. Hawaii 
has the nation's highest rate ofcrystal melhamphctamine u.se per capita, according to the I ,S. 
Department of Hcallli and Human Services and iIk* H.S. Drug f-nlorcement Administration, 
respectively, i he National Synthetic l)n.igs .Action Plan announced by the White 1 iou-se last October 
says methamphetaminc and other manufactured drugs p<ise a ’‘significant threat to the nation." We 
can't agree more, and so believe strongly that federal resources are required to address this and other 
diug/erime issues that demand UH:al state and fcdcml cooperation. 


it is our understanding liiat recommendations from OMB. based on program performance measures, 
weighed heav ily into the Ih-esidctit's budget propo.siil. Unlbriiinaiely for the Prcsiclenl and everyone 
who benefits from this funding, we have been told they failed to submit performance measures Ibr 
.some of these crucial pnigrams. Wc do not believe it is fair to hold I lawaii accountable for the 
inaction of others. Wc can document the positive impact of these programs in I lawaii. and will 
hapj'iily provide that information to you upon request. 


Wc under.sland that difficult decisions must be made on the best expendilui'e of public funds at the 
lederal level. W'e simply ask that Congress ensure that justice and law enforcement programs receive 
a fair share of the total amount available for budget pui j'Hvscs in I Y 2006. to help us address priority 
needs in 1 lawaii. We rcspoctfully ret|uesl your assistance t>n ihixlmportanl mailer. Thank you for 



ChicCuf Special .Aiictii in Charge 

Maui Couiiiy Pnlicc t)cp;»1ineiH I cdcral Bureau of Invcsiigation 




i'rvjicculinii Auortiev 
('ilv iUKl Couniv t’rosccutinu Alionwx '.s Office 










B(>isNC Correa 
Cliicfof l*olice 
Itonohilu Police Oepaitinciii 
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Attornev (icncral 

Hawai'i Slate Altorticv Gencnirs OH'icc 



l.av^rencc Mahiina 
Cliierof Police 

flawai'i Coiimy Police Deparinicnt 



I t, ColoiK'l. (.'ounierdnty IJnii 
llinvai'i National Guard 


Chief of I’olicc 

Kaua i Coiintc Police Ocpariment 




Ken Tano 

Rcyionul Coordinator 

Western States Inlormaiion Network 




SujH;rvi.s<»r\ Specif! Agent. CID 
Imernal Revenue Service 
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Posted on: Wednesday, April 13, 2005 

Anti-ice task force may be in jeopardy 


By Peter Boylan 
Advertiser Staff Writer 


A law enforcement coalition that's taken a lead role in combating the "ice" epidemic in Hawai'i could be 
shut down if President Bush's proposed federal budget is approved by Congress, according to state and 
federal law enforcement officials. 

Established in 1999, the Hawai’i High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area operates the most widespread 
narcotic intelligence network in the Pacific and targets the largest drug-trafficking organizations 
operating in Hawai'i. 

"We have a pretty big (drug) problem here and we’ve been fairly successftil dealing with it and it's 
largely thanks to HIDTA," said Charles Goodwin, special agent in charge of the FBI in Hawai'i. "The 
FBI today, with our reduction in drug resources, really relies on our coordination with HIDTA." 

'Hie partnership of federal, state and county agencies, which has an annual budget of about $2.5 million, 
coordinates the drug enforcement activity of the four county police departments, the FBI, the federal 
Drug Enforcement Administration, the federal Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives, 
and nine other state, local and federal law enforcement agencies. 

It utilizes more than 20 task forces that are staffed by 302 full- and part-time detectives, police officers 
and federal agents. 

Last year, police and federal agents working under HIDTA seized 240 pounds of crystal 
methamphetamine, arrested 870 individuals and apprehended 446 fugitives. They seized 229 firearms 
and $5.4 million in assets, including cash. In addition, HIDTA provided more than 35,224 hours of drug 
enforcement training for police and federal agents. 

Bush's budget would eliminate a $634 million grant program for state and local police departments and 
cut anti-drug spending in HIDTAs across the nation from $226 million to $100 million. 

There are 28 HIDTAs in the United States and 33 intelligence centers, including one in Hawai’i, that are 
plugged into a nationwide network. 

The reduction in funding across the board would mean a severe shortfall for a majority of the individual 
HIDTAs and threaten the survival of many, said Larry Burnett, HIDTA's director in Hawai'i. 

"Because we are one of the newest and smallest, our very existence would be jeopardized," said Burnett. 
"I don't think we would survive the cuts." 

Burnett did not have a specific dollar amount that would be cut from the local HIDTA budget under the 
proposal. 
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John Horton, associate deputy director for state and locd affairs in the Office of National Drug Policy, 
said the administration takes the methamphetamine epidemic seriously, budget cuts notwithstanding. 

"We've had to make some tough choices,” Horton said. "If we had unlimited money, it would be 
different." 

He said the administration's strategy focuses on working with law enforcement agencies in Asia to 
disrupt the illegal export of pseudoephedrine, one of the main ingredients in meth. 

"We think that's where the meth market is particularly vulnerable," Horton said. "The most important 
thing we can do is to make sure the labs don't get set up in the first place." 

In addition to the HIDTA cuts. Bush also proposes to reduce spending on a Justice Department 
methamphetamine initiative from $52.6 million to $20 million, a 60 percent cut. 

Overall, Bush plans to spend $12.4 billion on the drug war in fiscal 2006, a 2.2 percent increase over 
current funding. But most of the additional money is targeted toward intercepting drug shipments before 
they cross the border and international programs, such as crop eradication. 

Bush's budget would; 

• Eliminate grants to states under the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities program, funded at 
$441 million this year. 

• Eliminate grants to states under the National Alliance for Model State Drug Laws, an organization that 
has been instrumental in helping states draft legislative responses to the methamphetamine crisis. 

• Eliminate Justice Assistance grants used to bolster multijurisdictional anti-drug task forces. 

In Hawai'i, police and federal agents say that since Sept. 1 1, 2001, drug enforcement resources have 
been spread thin with the added responsibility of counter-terrorism and homeland security. 

HIDTA has worked to maximize limited state and federal resources by coordinating efforts and adding 
federal funding, law enforcement officials say. 

"HIDTA has been the most successful way to coordinate drug strategy. Over the last decade our most 
effective tool for combating drugs has been task forces," said Maui police Chief Thomas Phillips. "Ifs 
an organization that puts everybody at the table together. It is federal, state, and local (law enforcement) 
pooling intelligence resources and making decisions together." 

HIDTA is managed and led by a multi-agency executive board comprising eight state and local law 
enforcement leaders, eight federal law enforcement leaders, and leaders from two additional agencies 
who serve in advisory, non-voting roles. 

"We’re all on equal footing," said Hawai'i county police Chief Lawrence Mahuna. "This funding issue is 
an issue that probably would have a negative impact on Hawai'i's drug enforcement efforts. We would 
lose a lot of coordination and communication." 

The board meets at least once a month to determine the most serious regional drug threat, coordinate a 
strategy to counter that threat and evaluate task force performance. The majority of officers and agents 
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assigned to HIDTA work in the organization's sprawling set of offices in downtown Honolulu. 

Said Burnett: "It really is the glue that binds and if you take that glue away, everything collapses. If this 
budget passes, all this dries up and goes away." 

A position paper by the National Association of HIDTA directors questions the wisdom of the cuts and 
the reassigning of the groups to the Justice Department. The Bush administration proposal would also 
transfer the HIDTA program from the Office of National Drug Control Policy to the Department of 
Justice. 

"The HIDTA executive boards and directors are opposed to this recommendation because it would 
virtually render the program ineffective and destroy the equal partnership (between state, local and 
federal law enforcement) by giving management and control to the federal government," the paper said. 

The position paper also states that by transferring control of HIDTA to DOJ, it would remove the level 
playing field that makes HIDTA operations so successful. 

"The primary reason for the success of the program is that it is within ONDCP’s Bureau of State and 
Local Affairs, a neutral entity with no enforcement arm to compete or take control," the paper reads. 

"No personnel from ONDCP are members of the Executive Board. Thus, HIDTA provides for an equal 
partnership between federal, state and local law enforcement leaders tailored for a regional approach and 
goals yet tied to the national mission." 

Gannett Vews Service reporters Larry Bivins and Pamela Brogan contributed reporting from 
Washington D.C, Reach Peter Boylan at 535-8110 or pb oylan(^h o noluluadvertiser.com . 
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March 29, 2005 


FnoNE: 

410-396-4986 


The Honorable Elijah E. Cmnnungs 
United States House of Representatives 
2235 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515-2007 

Dear Congressman Cumminga: 

I am writing to ask that you strongly oppose the Adnainistration's proposal to reduce funding for 
the High Imtaisity Drug Trafficking Atm (HIDTA) Program by almost 60 percent, and to 
transfer the HIDTA program fiom the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) to the 
U.S. Department of Justice, Organized Crime and Dmg Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF). 
This plan would jeopardize the coordination and cooperation the HIDTA Program has brought to 
the field of drug law enforcement and drug treatmrat. In fact, many experts believe tliat by 
taking this course, drug control efforts will be set back decades. 

The Nation's drug law enforcement conununity was stunned when ONDCP proposed these 
ftinding outs without consulting the hundreds of federal, state, and local law enforcement leaders 
who comprise HIDTA executive boards across the country. The strength of the HIDTA Program 
is the collaboration developed among federal, state, and local agencies. Reducing the funding 
for the HIDTA Program and moving it an exclusively federal enforcement department is bound 
to dampen tltese beneficial alliances that have shown so much success since the HIDTA Program 
began. 

The Administration’s unilateral decision was neither well-informed nor well-intentioned. An 
example of the lack of forethought and prudence that went into this decision is illustrated by the 
Administration’s failure to present any specifics or data to demonstrate why their proposals 
constitute good public policy, or how they will have a demonstrable impact on the success of our 
dmg law enforcement operations. 

These proposals will impose significant financial hardships on states and localities. The majority 
of the asset seizure and forfeiture funds generated by the HIDTA program are distributed among 
the federal, state, and local task forces’ member agencies; therefore, a decrease in overall 
program funding would have a cascading effect on the funds available to state and local law 
enforcement well beyond what the Administration has indicated. Many of our local law 
enforcement agencies would have to scale back their drug law enforcement activities 
dramatically— and our citizens deserve more. 
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For years, OCDETF has served as a funding mechanism to support cases developed by the 
HIDTAs’ drug law enforcement activities. Its cunrent infrastructure is inadequate for developing 
intelligence and supporting international, interstate, regional, and local investigations as the 
HIDTA program does. Moving the HIDTA Program to OCDETF is inappropriate, and this 
proposal clearly shows the Administration’s lack of understanding of the HIDTA concept and 
operation. 

The HIDTA Program has shown tremendous results. In 2004, witli 90 percent of the HIDTAs 
reporting to date, HIDTA-funded law enforcement activities identified over 5,000 drug 
trafficking organizations and disrupted or dismantled 791 international, 978 muM-state, and 
1,329 local drug trafficking organizations. In fact, HIDTA has a proven record of .success 
against priority high-level targets and has contributed a great deal to OCDETF statistics. If wc 
lost the collaboration, collocation, and partnership facilitated by a neutral HIDTA program, I am 
certain that we would be unable to attain these successes again. A Wyoming district attorney 
summarized my feelings in his statement, "[sjimply put, HIDTA is a federal-state-local 
cooperative program that actually works. When you find a program which produces real results 
and real cooperation among federal, state, and local officials, it is important that it be continued.” 

I am very concerned that the Wasliington/Ealtimorc HIDTA region will lose $12,550,500 ovemll 
and that the State of Maryland wi ll suffer an annual loss of over $6,500,000 under the 
Administration’s propos^. Our office currently has four attorneys funded with HIDTA funds, 
two through the Mtimorc Police Department and two directly from HIDTA for a total of 
$340,000.00. These funds assi.st in local law enforcement efforts in so many ways. 

Please lot me know if I can add anything further to this debate or if you have any questions abut 
this letter. Thank you for your continued support. 

Sincerely, 





Patricia C, Jessamy 
State’s Attorney fmfBaltimore City 




f 
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April 1,2005 


The Honorable Clifford B. Stearns 

United States 

House of Representatives 

2370 Rayburn House Office Building 

Washington, DC 20515-0906 

Dear Congressman Stearns: 

The High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas (HIDTA) Program has become 
an integral piece of our nation's drug control strategy. HIDTAs are focused on 
local and regional drug threats and enable municipal, county, state and federal 
law enforcement to cooperate and share information in drug investigations. 

The Administration's FY 2006 budget request proposes to cut HIDTA by 
56% and shift management responsibility to the Department of Justice. Both of 
these proposals would deal a dangerous and unnecessary blow to our ability to 
fight drug traffickers and dealers. 

If Congress embraces the Administration’s requests to cut and move 
HIDTA, It would be consenting to the removal of an entire line of defense against 
drug trafficking. When we lose more than 19,000 Americans every year due to 
drug overdoses and related violence, it would be a disaster to make drug dealers' 
jobs easier. 

Since September 1 1 , 2001 Congress has heard about and understood the 
importance of information sharing related to potential terrorist activity and the 
necessity of having direct lines of communication among different agencies that 
may be investigating the same targets. 

This model of information sharing and co-location has been the norm in 
drug enforcement since the establishment of HIDTA task forces and the results 
have been outstanding. Each HIDTA is a member of the Regional Information 
Sharing Systems (RISS) program, which serves as a "backbone" for information 
and criminal intelligence sharing nationwide. And ail agencies that participate in 
HIDTAs are required to share Information with other participating agencies. 

Balanced federal and local HIDTA Executive Boards ensure a level 
playing field for all agencies involved In HIDTA investigations. Management of 
the overall HIDTA program by the Office of National Drug Control Policy has 
ensured that local control has remained one of the most attributes of the 
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The Honorable Clifford B. Stearns 
April 1,2005 
Page 2 


program. If the Department of Justice were to take over management of the 
program, then local control of the executive boards would be Jeopardized. There 
would be less incentive for local agencies to participate In HIDTAs and less 
participation means weaker cases. 

I strongly encourage Congress to fully fund the HIDTA program at $228 
million in FY 2006 and to ensure that the program remains housed at the Office 
of National Drug Control Policy under the Office of State and Local Programs. 

Sincerely, 


Ed Dean, Sheriff 


D/r 

cc; Mr. Ed Williams 

Northeast Florida HIDTA 
Sheriff Joey Dobson 
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April 1,2005 

The Honorable Frank Wolf 
Chairman, House Subcommittee on 
Science-Stata-Justice-Commerce 
Washington, DC 

Dear Chairman Wolf: 

The Federal Law Enforcement Officers Association 
(FLEOA) is the largest non-partisan, professional 
association representing over 23,000 federal agents from 
the Federal law enforcement agencies listed on our left 
masthead. I am writing to express our concern over 
proposed budget cuts to the HIDTA Program in FY 2006. 

In this era of tight budget resources, it is imperative that our 
law enforcement agencies at every level of government 
have the ability to maximize their efforts and share 
resources in order to combat gang crime and drug violence. 

The current funding for the HIDTA (High Intensity Drug 
Trafficking Area) Program of $227 million will be cut to $100 
million (52% cut) in FY 2006 under the Administration's 
proposed budget. This funding is necessary to continue to 
fund 355 law enforcement task forces throughout the nation 
involving over 12,000 personnel from Federal, State and 
local law enforcement agencies. The HIDTA Program has 
been highly successful from a law enforcement standpoint, 
because of all the multi-agency HIDTA taskforces utilized 
throughout the country to dismantle and disrupt hundreds of 
narcotics trafficking organizations. 

FLEOA is concerned about these proposed budget cuts that 
would have a devastating effect on our nation's law 
enforcement agencies. We ask that you fully fund the 
HIDTA Program in FY 2006. If I can be of any assistance, 
please do not hesitate to contact me at (717) 938-2300, 

Sincerely, 



Art Gordon 
National President 


S)?aARHMMES 


MARTECHDntA 
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Police Department 
West Valley City, Uiali 

March 31, 2009 



Office of the Chief 
Thayle "Bma" Nlclseo 


Senator Bob Bennett 

Wallace F, Bennett Federal Building 

129 South State Street 

Solt Lake City. UT 84138-1188 

RE; . High Intensity Drug TroffleWng Area (HIDTA) Funding 
Deor Senotor Bentetti 

I undepstond that ONDCP (Office of Notional Drug Control Policy) hot 
recommended reducing the HIDTA (Hl^'j^eneity Drug Trafficking Area funds 
by 60% ond moving them under the OCDETF (OrgonlBed Crinia Drug 

EnforcementTosk Force}." This ml%dl^^|c!s1dh is very' ddngefdus. OCDE.TF is 
not the answer. This will be fetal fotijl^i^i^HlDTA law enforcement efforts. An 
independent review frorii HIDTA, espeai%1iael<y Mountain HIDTA, shows the 
successful efforts of the pregrem. 

In the past twoyeOPS, HIDTA funds hove enabled the West Volley City Police 
Deportment toinveSt^irte-tWoalojep drug traffic organljntions involving three 
states and the ceuntry of Mexico. Over a hundred of orresta, milllone of dollars 
of property and money hove been soiled. This hod a signifleortt import for this 
Rocky Mountain and Utah region. Common sense would dietote that this program 
needs to continue. 

The significance of HIDTA success is its eipjol partnership with local state and 
fodoral agencies. This equal partnership has shown 0 signifieont improvement over 
post historical ,pradlees.ln ildW 'enforcementi.; 

The predietobte results! of HlDT/t under ithedlfeettonof OCDETF ortu 

1. Only select' cases'wiU boinvtstignttfdiATSe mejaecases thothovebeen 

discussed would not hdve qua)tfkd;tmder.-,1he.QGD&TiF guidelines; 

Therefore, .the canseguenecs would hove been disastrous for the community. 

3ft)C ComttelM BW. ■ TO*3iuiep Om'rt sill04SU'*’'Wo«^- (JtbC SSMJjs • ira™.<a.i««i»«»llw.y<.»i 

Gdbiiniafiriliy uattiettlflSd' :POIi!clb;k , 
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2. Islamic radicol terrorists ore using drug orgam’xoticns for smuggling, 
laundering money ond are oble to establishing criminal links to support thcsir 
destructive philosophy. 

3, Terrorist cells ore committed and dedicated to destroying the /American tvoi 
of life. This Is common and verified informotion. The development of cells 
are increasing in a more rural environment as they have developed stnrtisgie 
plans to prey on America’s weak points. There ore documented cases to 
support those facts. 

Regional cantrol with the current HIQTA pragratp has the highest rate of success. 

If Mr. Walters is successful In placing HIOTA under QCDETF, the results are 

predictoble. Thcy'areosfbtldurst.: 

L BO% ef the oirrent cases supported by the HIOT A would not quolFfy for the 
OCDRT investigdtions CcrMnols win and flourish). 

2, The pertnership iyith'Fede«d,^t)»e* ioqjl wHI tedissolv«xl'^.«^^ will set 
us bock in th»:fig)vt on'dri^orime'OiiidJterrorismi 

3, Criminal intelligenee which Is critical Will be limited, fractloned, and non 
Effective. 

4, Tarrortste/drug traffic organhwttenrwid crlminol octlvItlesndH flourish' 
which equates^to thfrdeStnietioA-ef Our dsmocrotle weyof life. We need to 
support Idw^nfereement, not the criminals. 


We ore in a stri^ki^iMftterwti^'dndpi^^ oilr way of life Iso must. 
The future is Jomt portnerahiipsandorteliif th&most sdcbessful pragriMne is> > 
CHTP^Jy how HIDTvA te working; 


Very truly yoursf 


WHAyLfByzz^i Kcasau 

Chief of PalieB’ 

Executive Board Member, RMHIDTA 
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Lor! Strain 


From: John Stsvens j5tdven9®co.c6i3Gade,mtus) 

Sent: Tuasday, March 29, 2005 4:45 PM 

T©j max@bauciu5.S8nst6.gov; JocjLp8t6r8@bums.aanat8.gov 

Cc; , Loff Strain 
Subject: Support of RM HIDTA 

To: Senators and Represerrtalivss 
Ref Rocky Mountattt HIDTA 

1 am the task force commander of the Carrtral Montana Drug Task Fore© (HIDTA) located In Graat Falls. 1 just wanted to 
drop you a note to voles my concerns over the proposed cut to the HIDTA program. If the HIDTA ware cm It Mruid be 
devastating to our communf^ as far as the fight against lllega! narcotics Is concerned. We have worlnsd so hard to break 
down the wall between stote/locai taw enforcement and out federal counterparts. The b^geat rsaeton for tols suecaae la 
HIDTA. This partn^hlp Just wbuWhStbavB happened without th^'HlDTAprogmto.' 

Wfth toe support of HIDTA, we are tinelly able to target larger orgar^zsdonB of dreg trefiicksr^ and not Just tow fe\toi stneat 
dealers. HIDTA te maWng toe tilfferonoe to Montanall 

f ask for yourfull support of HjDTA. If we cut HIDTA, we are ctming Montana's fight B 0 £dr.st lllegt^ drugs. 


John Stevens 
Ta^ Pbree Conimander 
Cenb^ Montana Dreg Tfl^ Force 
380p Utm North Frontage Road 
Grb^ Falls. Montana 59404 
(408)791-2722 


3/30/2005 
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Congressman Rob Bishop March 28, 2005 

Uniled States Congress 

124 Cannon Hovse Office Building 

Washington, D. C. 20510 

Dear Congressman Bishop: 

As past Chairman ofRockp Mountain HIDTA, lam v/rtiing to express deep concern over 
the proposed flscci year 2006 budget and its cuts as it relates to drug law enforcement 
which is critical to our efforts in Salt Lake County- 

J recently learned that the budget proposal includes the elimination of the -Justice 
Assistance Grants formerly known as the Edward Byrne Memorial Grant and the reduction 
of SI 00 million from the HIDTA Program and movement of the program to -Justice 
creating a loss of state and local partnership with die federal government. 

In recent years through Byrne Funding and the Rocky Mountain HIDTA Program, the 
State cf Utak drug enforcement has been brought together to share informtffion, cases, 
problem solving and.resolution. increased Paining statewide strategies against 
clandestine labs and other drug problem. The loss of the Byrne formula grant money 
under JAG would virtually.-eliminate drug erforcement in Salt Lake County. The loss of 
the HIDTA Program and the Pemendous job it has done in coordinating, cooperation, 
paijnershipts, Paining etc. would set Utah drug law enforcement back ten to fifteen years. 


I recognize that goodfisfxd planning-Wfiichlfmist result in some fed&'ol reductions is 
necessary for our countryvljustfeel that tppytdmg law enforcement back to anera 
where drugs were at ip.kigh^t'level good fiscal policy. The elimination of HIDTA 
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Conff’essman Sob Bishop 
March 28. 2005 
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and Byrne Funds would virtually wipe out drug enforcement in the state of Utah and return 
the streets to the dealers and users. The cost of a potential drug increase that will most 
likely result from these proposals will be significantly higher than the money the 
government is trying to save. It will be higher not only in terms of dollars but in quality of 
Hfe for the citizens of the state of Utah. 

1 will be glad to provide you with more information or you can call the Rocky Mountain 
HIUTA Director Tom I^tpian at 303-671-2l80,~extij223.- 1 have attached an impact 
report done by the Rocky Mountain JfUDTA Executive Board for your informatwn. There 
is also a national position paper completed by the National HIDTA Directors Association 
which I can make available to you if you would like this information also. 

Thank you.in.adyancejfor. your stqrpon of drug law enforcement in our county and in the 
State of Utah. 


Sincerely, 


Shentffdaron DjKemmd. 

ADK/lt 

Attachment 
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Colorado Drag Investigators Assodation 

c/o Boojy Mouotnia High Weiwits: Dmg 'JrafEHdng Aim 
B iAIiagC Sate 444 
3G200 Bast Gfracd Av*. 
Deaw, Colomao 9023 1 
303-571-2190, a, 221 01230 


Marcias, 2005 


Dear Senator Allard. 

I would like to talce (hia opportBnityto tel you how inatiumcntal the Rooky Mountain HIDTA 
has been in die fiirmafiaE and continuation of our Aasooiation. We are now in oar third year and have a 
membership of oyer SpOmoinhers. I would venture a guess that to incltidea over 80% of the active drug 
invastlgatoiB in CoIorMd. ' " 

Over die yearn other attempts to form a long lasting drug investigator's asaociatioii have foiled aa 
there ^aa'iioip^manBnt hand to hold the associatiairttieefocil. I 4^ jyputyijh themost sincere' , 

conVidtion tot She Colorado Drug Investigators A3Sociation(GDIAi>wquiid haye nevsr bestt Samed, lei 
aline thriyed. vtShout the Rocky Mountain HlDTA's direction and eoncem.- 

.The Rocky Mountain EDDDTA has craatad a common tome, motivation and'irumdate for all our 
frdhral, stale and local law eafbroamant mambeis. The Rocky Mountain KDtA fliroagh its legirlar Thug 
Unit Commander' s meetings and its extensive training programs has contributed to our overall 
protosiooiilistn tmd education as .lyeUs^enfiradng.an. mucous, amotmt of cooperation towards our 
common interest, Colorado's drag law enforcement 

Once again we thank you for your support and direction in pursuit of to veiy serious and 
peraistent throat that drag trafficking presents to to citizens of Coloradc , 


iSinCeielyi 

RormldlktHolliiigshead 

.'RteMdenti 
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BTOWestHrst Swset, Sato 300 ♦ Ctog. CcJorsdo 81625 
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March 30, 2005 

CongiBSBinsn Join T. SalazBi 
GiaadJunctiati,CO Office 
225 Nonh 5* Street, 702 
Grand Jnncfion, CO 81501 

Honorable Cctngieisman Salazar 

I am wiitmg to es^cw continued concern over the Preaident’s jaopoaed F5f2006 budget and its 
potential negative imjiact on seveial law enfoicemcnt'piogiaiiia that are ddtzcal to this department’ a 
aHlity to Kffisctively conduct drug investigations. 

Viy agency parfieipates in the Judicial District muitl-a^oy drug task force ((3RAMf®I7. 

This task force lepteseotiL.flie con^si^^^^ojf ill three counties and 

The Rr6Si.dent's W 2006 bttdg'et proposal iSfclHriesTftiSiny liistptri to Stko and local pfograms, 
■While I am conoenied wKh all the outs, two in particular will have a debilitating affect Ihey are; 

Justice Assiatance Grants (JAG) (fomierly Byrne) is ETJMIN'ATBD, which is a reduction 
from $600 million in PY 3505, and 

•> High fiiti®rityIJtugTraf5cfcirig Area CHKJTA)- Reduced to $ 100 rnUliou, which was 
: funded in EX' 2005 at $250 mihion. and tranaffened to DOJ with a loss of local ocotroL 

These two programs in particular fund over 50% of our task force operations, It is in^oitant to 
lemembor lliat these cuts ate proposed in the Presidents FY 2006 budget bat will require action by 
the Congress to tatplement 

Without the grant funding we wffl.;ra all lilselilioodi be foroed to.disiDantle .onn drag-task force , ■ 
during a ttas in wWdu we:are,.b^g ovenHmwMi Methamphetamine use. Bxribor, four agencies 
have peraonuBl assigned to the task force that are partially grant funded positions. If the matching 
filnda tUs^ear it isiuncertaiii as to wholhet rincot omlocd canities, will have.the fimds tols^ 
fhosepositions.- Xhepcmhlereaalti, not only, wall file tekitee go, avvay, but wemay loose to 

four officars that are dedioated to working chug cases. 

Irecognizo that homeland security as aaifieel,i9siie..!.Howevet,on a daily basis otir communities 
fooo the Impacts oaosed by illegal, drags, ',!Evs i9;BifoE bigger reality to oar citizens than the, potential 
for a terrorist attack. As most of recognize, m^amphotamine is being eaffickad through rural 
areas into the eities,.aBd lutal.law Hrimcemeat •ageqcics.have vary limited resources to. deal wifoit 
If the President’s budget.ia,a<3opt!jdi-ve6 wifi loose critical fundjag that we caraiDt replace, 

Capam , lieutenant 
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Page 2 

Ott behalf of the tssidcnts of Ctaig I ask that you support any effort to have this oitical ftmdiijg 
jwnstated in te budget I belieye tbe S enate has tttei some measures to accoimpUsh this but it will 
leqtaxe the support of the House as well, This ahovild be a W-pattisaD effort Elinanaling these 
progatns will have an enonnoua iinpaci on local law enforeement that will cause a irtaliferation of 
the sale and use of illegal drugs ite affects everyone!, wgaidlcss of their political bdieft. 

Thank you, for your fevomMe consideration of this issue. Should you have any tpiestions please 
feel free to contact nue. 

llespectfully Submitted, 


"WaltetK. Vanalta 
Chief of Police 


Chief of Police UeuCeosiit 
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Dear Senate Wayns AJlaid; 

On fcehalf of the DEA Western Colorado Drag Task Force, I am writing to ertpieas deep 
concern over the proposed fiscal year 2006 budget and its cuts as it relates to drag law 
eBfijrcawant, which is eiitieal to our effotts ia Mesa County. 

We recently learned ttot the budget proposal includes the elimination of over $100 
million flom the HtDTA Program and movement of &e program to Justice, creating a 
loss of state and local panncrship with the federal govenuncnt 

Tteough the Rooky MtAmtain HIDTA Ptt^am add the state of Colorado, drug 
enforcem^t teg^ ^^ ^iyp^ and 

proMcms, The loss of thefflBTA f’rogrBmand'djettBtnendoua' job itto doncin; 
foordmating, cdbphrstidn,' ^attoef^ps’ anffffdiffinio^iMd‘strO)lofadt)'3fBg‘l4'iiv' 
enfbrcemeiit'baclcttei tofifteeB y««;- 

We recognize that good fiscal planning which results in some federal reductions is 
rjecessaiy fhr our oauntry. Howevra, to put drug law enforcement back to an era where 
drags were at its highest level is not good fiscal policy. The elimination of HUbJA 
would virtually wipe out drag enfoicemont in the state of Colorado and ratum Ihc streets 
to the dealers and users. The cost of a potential drag increase that will most likely result 
fiom these proposals will be-.8ignifiaan.tlyli%het than the money the gpvetnment is trying 
to save. It willbe higher not only intents ofdpUaiSibut in ijuality of lifofot tfae.citizens 
of the statoofColoradOj 

I will be glad 10 provide you wdh infocmation on yrtj may Call the Kooky Mountain 
HIDTA Director, ThcttBca Gonnen; at Sra-fiJUlSOi eoct 223. Xhave attached an bapaet 
report done by the Rocky Mountain HTDTA Bafcytiva Board, for your infoimalion. 

There is also a national position p^ar completed by the National HIDTA Directors 
Assoeiatian whicih l ean make a^ablbteytm.ifyOu wcuM like tiusiinfotimation also. 

Thank you in ad.vanc«-te your siqipbA ofidragilani.entertenteitmidur Country, audtm. the 

state of Colorado,' 


Msea County Shedfif 
Sten Ifilkey . 
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The Honorable Wayne Allard 
United States Senate 
521 OiifcseD Senate Office Building 
WasliiBglcn,,D,(;:, 20510-0605 

Dear Senator Allard, 

1 wduM Hsb to submit to yon my support of the jRoclgf Mountahi High Intensity Dnig 
'naffiddng Agency (RMHIDTA), Proposed budget reductions to this useful entwpiite 
threaten ita very existence, and I leqiect&liy ask you for yoar contmued support of this 
insUttment that fiicilitalES joint opeiatiaDs, inffimatioQ^intclligence faring and 
cooptetadon on a level beietofoieunioiows in Colorado to impact illegal narootic/dnig 
ente^sra m.&e Rocliy Mormtain Region. 

The Rocky Mounltiin Highway Patrol Nettrotk involvBS the states of CMarado, Utah, 
Wyoming and Montana. This nbtwcdc, which was initiated by and thiou^ RMHlDTA, 
affords the listed elates' highway pafrole the abih^ to leverage flteir resources in our 
odtnitel intwliction efforts and homeland security information dSwting, 

The Coloiado State Patrol is very pleased to b® a part of RMHIDTA and looks fbtward to 
ow coutiiitledbn'ateti IdTto illegal drag trafficking in our state and nation- 

Thanfc vou fbr wm tiad and ee^hsnferaaon^ 


Sincarehr, , 

ofe.ro.di 



Lieutenant CoUtoBl hd/ Aiiho^SadSHS' 

A«in8<hiet eotoraSo SWePhttolP' 


Xc; ®m<3oniiattilHDTA!: 
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JOBEfiXE 

Shetiif 


County Skeriff^s Office 


GQ[PY 


Representative Mark Udail 
8601 Turnpike Drive 
Weatmitiater, CO 80031 


Rffifi HIDTA Program 
Mmch 17, 2005 


PearRepresentathfe UdaR: 


critical to our eSbrta in B oulder County. 

We rectattly learned that the budget proposal meludBs lili'ainiJnatidn of the Tustiee Assistance 
Glints formerly known as the Edward Byrne Meniotlal Grant and the reduction, of $100 million 
from the HIDTA Program and movement of the program to Justice creating a loss of state and 
local psrtnerstup with the fsdereil government. 

In. cssent years through Byrne Funding and the Rocky Mountain HtDTA Program, the state of 
Colorado drug enforcement has been brought together to share information, share oases, pnfolem 
solving and resolution, inciessed training, statewide strategies against clandestine labs and ofoer 
drug pwbfems.- Iho Joss of the Byrne formula grant money under JAO would virtually eHnsinate 
drug enforcensem in Boulder County. The loss of the HIDTA Program and the tremmidoua job it 
has done in coordinating, cooperation, partnerships, training, etc, would set Colorado drug law 
eafocceraCnt hack tm to fifteen years. 

We recognize that good fi.«al planning which must result in some federal reductions, is 
nscBSsaiy for our'eountty.> We just feel that to put dmg law airforcement back to «M era where 
drugs were at its highest level is not good fiscal policy. The elimination of HIDTA and Byrne 
Funds would VBtUWIy'Wipe outdnig^eiffiirodment Cn te'stateofiColpnBkutad retKra-lhB streets 
tp. the dealers and'users/ 'TheiCast cfa potential^drog'iiiciease that wiil'^'inost likely rresult from 
these proposals: will ibe jigniiflcajJtly higher than foe money the govenunait is trying to save. It 
will bo higher not only in terms of dollars but also in quali^ of life for the oltizais of the state of 
Colorada. 


Ofibeh 


) cOnderd dver foe 


proposed fisd'al year 2006 budget and its cuts as it relates to drug law enforcement tdiich is 


AiiroJoiscrailoti*D»lMcSv«0(I^iT^^ •- ;• J«ll C^CTJniwJcfttiQM'^wipmcyMftna^meTiC 

1777 Soxet 3J0C AJhpof e Soad IflOJ 33rd Statt 

Boulder, Cdlonii^ SCl3dZ Boulde^ O^orado B0301 Boulder Cbbiado8030! 

3034W-460r-303-a4Wd50*3CiJ-+(M«ClD ' ■ 3i)a.#t-4«4«303-4+t'33M : 
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I will he glad to provide you wdth more information or you caa call the Rocky Moujstein HIDTA 
Directed Tom tionnai) al 303-673-21BQ, sxt 223. 1 have attached an impact rt^iort done by the 
Rooky Mountain KUDTA Executive Board for your infonnatian. There is also a nationai 
position paper completed fay the National HIDTA Directors Association, which I can make 
available to you if you would like this information also. 

Thank you in advance for your support of drug law enforcement in our county and in the stale of 
Colorado. 


Sincerely, 



JoePelie, Sheriff 
Boulder County 
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March 2g. 2005 


Th» Honorahle Tom Taneredo 
1 130 Longworth House Office BuiMing 
WaaUngton, DC 20515 


Dear Rfipressntative Taneredo; 

Bfit HIDTA Program aad Eliminaflon of Byrne Discretioniiry Granfe 


I was dismayed and shocked when a few weeks ago the federal budget proposal iuoluded: 


Reduction of the fending for the HCDTA Program by' over 50% 


Moving the HIDTA Program from ONDCP to U.S. Department of JBatic»'OCDETF 
Blimtoation of Byine discretionaiy grants 


How this can be construed as good public policy or good drug law snfbrceimeBt policy esci^jos 
me. Ett feet, just the opposite is true. If Ihfae teductians and movemeol of HIDTA are 
completed, it will set drug law cnfoicement back to fee 1 970’8 when fee drug pioblam reached 
its highest level. 


TrecOj^dze that isiod tidcat plarming, which must result in some federal reduotioiMi is necessary 
for oia OoUBtty. I jlwtfeol'fhat to putdtug tow anSncemait back to sn era where drugs were at 
its highest level is not good fiscal pohey. The eiiminetion of HE>TA and Byrne Funds would 
virtually wipe out drug enfbroemsnt in fee state of Colorado and refem the streets to the dealers 
and users. The cost of a potential drug increase feat will most likely result fitan these proposals 
wil be signiflcBBtly higher than the money fee government ia trynug to save. It will be hi^er 
not only in terms of doltom but also in the quaHiy of life &r fee citizens of the sixth district of 
CokrtaddA 

Religion has been taken from our schools! I Now we have a proposal to drastically reduce 
HIDTA, which will tstSppto^feelcmfrtiiui; progSsm.fea.thdd proven fe ho'SuooessMl 'Where does 
this leave our cbjldren? 


i have always apprefestedyonr dufifiilticss tiS^bicd feecoheeniS'.cifyDnr otHJstitoeato: Again, I 
appeal tniyDir to voice my pbj.e(#pn,tft!h6prpp.osBd budget cuts. 


Sincerely, 


SaadraBvans 
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April 4, 2005 


Honorable Orrln Hatch 
United State Senate 
324 25* Street Room 1 060 
Ogden, UT 84401 


Dear Senator Hatch: 


My name is Terry M. Keefe and I am the Chief of Police for the City of Uyton. 
Currently I am serving as Chairman of the Davis Metro Narcotics Strike Force 
Executive Board. The Strike Force is a narcotics enforcement group tasked 
solely with the Investigation of illegal drug activity In our county.. The Executive 
Board is comprised of the Chiefs of Police from each community in Davis County 
and the County Sheriff. As such, I am writing this latter on behalf of the 
Executive Board asking for your support In preventing the elimination of the 
Justice Assistance Grants foimerly Imown as the Edward Byrne Memorial Grant 
Program, ,We are also seriously concerned with the proposed reduction of $100 
million and movement from ONDCP to the Department of Justice of the HIOTA, 
High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area, Program. 

In recentysara^ iaw enforcement agencies throughout the state of Utah have 
been; brought together to.ahare information, work cases In a Joint effort, had 
sanded tnawtig opportunitias and developed a statewide stratear to deal with 
clandestine methamphetmine labs and other drug problems The success of 
these efforts would have been greatly reduced If not for the funding provided by 
the Byrtle, FTogram and the leadership and funding provided by the Rooky 
Mountain HIDTA. The loss of the Byrne formula grant program under tiis JAG 
program would eliminate our multl-|urlsdictional narcotic task force and severely 
Impact narcotips.enforeementiefforta throughout the state of tUtah, Elimination of 
the Byrne Program eoupIed'Viflth*siio8s.of,t)!iasHIOTA Programand,lbe 
tremendous joWt has done In ooprdinatinjgrenforcement.etfofteijdsyatoping. 
partnerships artd providing much, ijeededittalnlrig would set yfah drug law: 
enforcement baokifwenty-years, 
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Ws rscognize that good fiscal planning, which must result In some federal 
reductions is necessary for our country. However, to put drug law enforcement 
back to an era where drug availability was at some of their highest level la bad 
fiscal polli^. The elimination of the Byrne Program and HIDTA would virtually 
wipe out drug enforcement In the state of Uteh and return the streets to the 
dealers and users. The anticipated explosion in associated costs from lax or 
non-existent coordinated narcotics enforcement that will most likely result from 
these outs will be significantly higher than the money the president is trying to 
save. It will be higher not only in terms of dollars but also in the quality of life for 
the citizens of the state of Utah. 

I am more than willing to provide you with information regarding the impact these 
cuts In federal funding would have on our anti-narcotics efforts In Davis County. 
Plaase feel free to contact me at 801-336-3407 with any questions that you may 
have. Mr. Tpm iCSpm^n, Director of the Rod^ Mountain-HIDTA is also willing to 
provide any additional information or answer any questions ih^ you may have 
regarding ths impact the loss of the HIDTA program would have on the stata of 
Utah. He can be reached at 303-671 -2180, ext, 223. 1 have attached a position 
paper created by the National HIDTA Directors Association that provides 
valuable Information regarding the success of the HIDTA program for your 
review. 

In closing, we .the Chief Law Enforcement Executives from Davis County are In 
Unanimous agreement ■i©garding'the heed }or.'qontfmrallonOt both the Byrna 
Program anc) the HICTA program asithey aceicuitrentiyslructuredand funded. 


Senator Hatch, wa eppreoiate that yoachaveiaiwaiya^been a strong, supporter c# 
law enlbrcamant notionJyJn the, state OTLftahjbutalsoithTOughoiJt Oils great 
oouniry of outs. , We thank you ter.yoiar oontinued.’SUpport 


Sincerely, 


Terry M. Keefe 
Chief of PoliGS' 
Cl38ir,DMMSR 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF DENVER 


DEPARTMENT OF SAFETY 


JOHN W. HICKENLOOPER 
Mayor 


DENVEK POLICE DEPARTMENT 
ADMINISTRATION BUILDINC 
1331 CHEROKEE STREET 
DENVER, COLORADO 80204-2787 
PHONE: (720) 91 3-2000 


March 9, 2005 

Representative Diana DeGette 
United States House of Representatives 
1527 Longwortti House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0601 

Dear Representative DeGette: 

I am writing this correspondence to voice my concern with a certain segment of the national Budget 
Request, proposed by the President of the United States, for the fiscal year of 2006. As initially 
proposed, this budget request would completely eliminate the Byrne Justice Assistance Grant 
(J.A.G.) and substantially reduce and realign the High Intensify Drug Trafficking Area Program 
(H,I.D.T,A.). 

The current and comprehensive national dug strategy encourages a cooperative and concerted 
effort to control drug trafficking and abuse at the regional, state, and local levels. This strategy, as 
applied to the Rocky Mountain region Is the direct result of the application of the Byrne Justice 
Assistance Grant (J.A.G.) and the formation of the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area Program 
(H,I.D.T.A.). In concert, these two entities have provided the dual benefits of structured multl- 
Jurisdictional drug enforcement cooperation, as well as timely, and vital Federal level financial 
support. In the Rocky Mountain Region, the Denver Police Department has acted as the lead agency 
in this effort. 

As a result, the state of Colorado has enjoyed the vital social benefit of this enhanced drug 
enforcement emphasis. From 1999 to 2003, Colorado, like much of the rest of the nation, has 
experienced an actual leveling-off, then decline, of drug abuse in particular, and of crime in general. 
Today the scourge of (tojg abuse Is discerniWy reduced; and measured rates of crime are 
descending to levels not seen In the last 30 years. 

These most welcome trends, I strongly feel, are due In great part to the enhanced financial support 
and the special emphasis on multi-jurisdictional cooperative enforcement effort, aimed squarely at 
this great nation’s severe dnig problem. These changes would not have been possible, and would 
not been made, without the timely application of the JA.G. Grant and the formation of the H I.D.T.A, 
Program. Continuation of such support is, I feel, essential to the very health of America’s social 
fabric. 

In conclusion, I am asking that you carefully consider this special need during your congressional 
effort to craft a workable national budget. Being the top executive of a major city police department, 

I well know the restrictive constraints under which you, and your congress ion colleagues, must labor 
toward tils end, I implore you, however, to give most careful consideration to the continued 
existence and current application of the J.A.G. Grant and the H.I.D.TA. Program, Your close 
attention is deeply appreciated. 

Sincerely, 


Gerald R. Whitman 
Chief of Police 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF DENVER 


DEPARTMENT OF SAFETY 


JOHN W. HICKENLOOPER 
Mayor 


DENVER POLICE DEPARTMENT 
ADMINISTRATION BUILDING 
1331 CHEROKEE STREET 
DENVER, COLORADO 80204-27S7 
PHONE; f720) 913-2000 


March 9, 2005 

Representative Mark Udall 
United States House of Representatives 
240 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington. DC 20515-0602 

Dear Representative Udali: 

i am writing this correspondence to voice my concern with a certain segment of the national Budget 
Request, proposed by the President of the United States, for the fiscal year of 2006, As Initially 
proposed, this budget request would completely eliminate the Byrne Justice Assistance Grant 
(J.A.G.) and substantially reduce and realign the High intensity Drug TrafBoking Area Program 
(H.l.D.T.A.). 

The current and comprehensive national dug strategy encourages a cooperative and concerted 
effort to control drug trafficking and abuse at the regional, state, and local levels. This strategy, as 
applied to the Rocky Mountain region is the direct result of the application of the Byrne Justice 
Assistance Grant (J.A,G.) and the formation of the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area Program 
(H.l.D.T.A,). In concert these two entitles have provided the dual benefits of structured multi- 
jurlsdictionat drug enforcement cooperation, as well as timely, and vital Federal level financial 
support. In the Rocky Mountain Region, the Denver Police Department has acted as the lead agency 
in this effort. 

As a result the state of Colorado has enjoyed the vital social benefit of this enhanced drug 
enforcement emphasis. From 1999 to 2003, Colorado, like much of the rest of the nation, has 
experienced an actual leveling-off, then decline, of drug abuse in particular, and of crime In general. 
Today the scourge of drug abuse is discemlWy reduced; and measured rates of crime are 
descending to levels not seen In the last 30 years. 

These most welcome trends. I strongly feel, are due In great part to the enhanced financial support 
and the special emphasis on multi-jurisdictional cooperative enforcement effort, aimed squarely at 
this great nation’s severe drug problem. These changes would not have been possible, and would 
not been made, without the timely application ofths J.A.G. Grant and the fonmation of the H.I.D.T.A. 
Program. Continuation of such support is, I feel, essential to the very health of America's social 
fabric. 

In conclusion, I am asking that you carefully consider this special need during your congressional 
effort to craft a workable national budget. Being the top executive of a major city police department, 

I iveil know the restrictive constraints under which you, and your congress Ion colleagues, must labor 
toward this end. I implore you, however, to give most careful consideration to the continued 
existence and current application of the J.A.G. Grant and the H.l.D.T.A. Program. Your close 
attention is deeply appreciated. 

Sincerely, 


Gerald R. Whitman 
Chief of Police 
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7. 2005 

Congressman Jerry Lewis 

2112 Kaybum House Of&ce Building 

WasliBlgtott,i)iCi20SIS 

Re BEDCrCnON OF FUMDING FOR HIDTA PROGRAM 



Dear. Q^gtessman Lewis: 



Inlaiul Regianal Naieotics Enfoicement Team (IRNET)'Sxe(^ve Board, I 
deep coneem regarding President Bush's 2006 tnidget pieposel'afl^diiig ^ 

ig TtafBcking Area (HIDTA) Program. The proposal would reduce HIDTA 

' million in FT 2005 to $100 million in FT 2006. AdditionaUy, the President 
! the progtsm to the Department of Jirstice (DOJ) under the Orgunieed Crinm 
jent Tai Force (OCDBTF) fiorn die Ofiico of the National Drug CoDtool Policy 
(difiwH" a move not fiivorable to stats and local law enfincement. QNDCP is a nentiul body, 
which provides HIDTA autonomy under a board comprised of all paificqnting agencies. 
ONDCP is governed by the DOJ exchtsivdy under ftdeial central. 

Jrt' I'P^. tjtmgiess determined that in order to bettor combat the national drug threat, a 
poardinatied effort 1^ fodetal, state and local law enforcement was essential thus giving to 
that connmmicatiea is at the bigbeiit level ever hetween agencies, ttiis 
is.bei^ and unwarrairtcd restructuiing. We nnist realize that these 

bhmei^ffi^rty task forces, and intelligence units oomprised maiiily of stute and local 

agencies, may ,||opger ^ avaiiable to comiHl: drug 

trhffidldd^ dtm 'dr wWh ihVMw wiimland Security. 

wit!ifht^dcMedlii'i989 and soon there after became a collocated muUi-ageacy taOk force. 




iJai'.fi A..«E'C«iK,iit iasit tot'ce tw'ITbTF) tctaii me. Oliva ot. is: I'iSpotirT * 

'late, and ‘.X'.i 


s'm 
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a focused team effort, utilizing all of itspmtic^iiiiQg ageodes resources for one cause, dus ttei&g 
publie sa&liy ttnougb a leAieticn of drug availability and its use. This effort is eonsisteat with 
the National Drug Stralii^, 

If HIDTA were to Irae over 50% of its fondiiig, oie fear the program would cease to exist State 
and local law enfoiEcment incur the largest portioD of expenses in fedlitalilig the task fence 
concept HIDTA funding provides die ability to collocate and focus the mlssioD. thtou^ 
httelUgence lesources and case management (overtime) ftinite. This program allows for qufok 
response to changing threats, targets and methi^ of operation. 

The secotul aspect of diis proposal is to move die HIDTA program under the D^imiDient of 
Justice to be managed by OCDETF. These two programs are diametrically pigxned. OCDETF is 
primarily a finding mechanism fbr federal agencfos and only provides fimding to local law 
enforcement cm a case specific basis. There are no provisions fe» funding withhi the OCDETF to 
assist with the infiastrnctuie costs to maintam die muhi-sgmicy collocated concept Singrfy put, 
iMK^|ie,any^ focal law eDfbrcement offlcera,)^|teg,^|.p a tlic fo ate ^,and(cn.g|enen^^, 
bCDHTF cases ihie to fee lack of femdingfiirmfiastitictiiic. " > ^ 3 


I am requesting your support and assistance to ensure Otis veiy valuable p r ogr am is not under 
Bod/m rostiUQbucd under OCDETF. 

li <<ii ui pa:tjd|patj.tig tacKOic-i. ter wium-. 'ttw;- :>t.’ 




Agrafe uidldiis iSiiE^'i^icrati^^ 

v^vtern^.it .'ncut tlit targes; poriion of i-irpcrucL. m sli.. 


^Cttely,' ' / R 

'.' j. rft. ' «re,ik aici cmc .lUiingeaieot (cveaime) htiti': 

IS iSireiJi. "iirgce. .t.t.d iiieifcocs of upcieticit.. 




K fim pfc.»sui la M tncie the iijCDl'A jKOgfiUin liCiKi. ii;a 

• l-F'-i.:]: :.WjpiXlgr.lm.., '.'Xuasul. 



Inland Regtanal Narcstba Enfercement Taaia * P.O. Box 13SZ, San Bsrnardina, CAUdSZ 
S0MSEUS06 a Pax SOMSZ^HM 
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Tee United States Virgin Ioands 

effioe oFineeovHVioFi 
scvBiNMSwr House 
CtuttotteAnuille,VX D0g02 
340.774-0001 


April 8, 2005 


The Honorable Donna M. Christensen 
Virgin Islands Delegate to Congress 
Congress of the Uiuted States 
S,unnyil9le.aoppfegi,€enteiiPTO 
P.0, Box 5980, US, Virgin Islands 

Dear Congnssavroman Christensen: i,\ 

'' K\ i.-i- 1'" 

The High Intensity Drug (HIDTA) program has become an 

integral part of our nation’s drag conooi-s^fegy, HIDTA is focused on local and 
regional drug threats, and theJpit9g!iSth'’aBaWes state, and federal law 

enforcement to cooperate and share iafcnwtioniii'drug investigations. 

.,a«cS7.i,.-5W' 


The Federal Executive ® HIDTA by sixty 

percent (6094) and shifts management responsibility to the Department of Justice. Both 
of these proposals would deal a fatal blow to our ability w fight drug traffickers in the 
Teiritory. ^ . 


If Congress embraces the adiainistratioa’s requests to cut HIDTA’s budget and 
ropyes prggc^ jt,,wpuld(be t^ to the removal of a critiaal layer of defense 

against, our eommunity. When we lose more than 19,000 
AmaijcfflK sv(^ jy^^,.duft Jpjdnig overdoses and related violence, it would be a disaster 
to,!i^e dnj^||n£|^^y^ easier. 


■' t ■■ i'l'VO, L-’S, t-Mi’.ii:) tasniis iJiI'Ji," 

Since September II, 2001, Congress has heard about and understood the 
tejottance of mfqpn^njsto^ to potential tetiorisi activity and the rocessity 
of having direct linM ro communication among different agencies that may be 


Hj.-.u'; Tiar.'tokin; 


':.if ".(1, 


ebtEibyr^ the 

results have been outstanding, Ekh 'lffli’Di,' is a'me'jlber of the 'Regional Information 
Sharing ^^mn^lKJSSJ^jogiam, whj(%3eiyesflsg..‘foackb9ap"|o^ and 
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criminal intsUigenoe tomg nationwide. All agencies that participate in HIDTA s 
laqinred to share information with ether participating agencies. 

Furthennore, balanced ffedaral and local HIDTA E’cecutivs Boards ensure a lew 
playing field for all stskaholdcr agencies Involved in HEDTA investigation 
Management of the ovetall HIDTA jsrogram by the OfSee of Natitmal Drug Ccmtr 
PoUcy has ensured that local participation and control have remained the most vit 
attributes of liie program. If the U.S. Depertrrwnt of Justice wc» to take ov 
management of the program, local cootiol of the executive boards would be jeopardiza 
There would be less incentive fer local agencies to paitleipate in HCDTA's, and lei 
participation would sigoiiy a weaker program. 

HO . ’>9 3 ■ 

listsiss^ endiStfii^Clj^Pas m aaintain HIDTA’ s funding level at' $228 millic 
doUais in FY 2006, and to ensure that the program remrdns within the Office of Nation 
Drug Control Policy undfir the au^ces of the Office of State and Local Programs. I loo 
forward to your support and lobbying inflaence. 


. .1 •Iji) * ti> I «a« . 4>^t. ». V i»J Ci,4t, 

ua • -VtwnvsJUJiA. 

t'ur," tv. fctjccd fa i j twa •tiicKi -'t.t ':n;a. -• 

'iti'.Fr,;, raO" 

'.verdi KE^fA of '-’.iiri'.'i.ii K .41 

',:wr pirtld's’H-ti;® .iai.! •.toui.rc^ to.'’e: ’:b:. 

, f ■.l.c TAy^iT-.-':. ii’ 2 \v ■.!;}. DdwrtfSitmi of wwx. » , 

•v 'if- h:! :: iciiidf r,.|-uf i'F 

cor ,T^J^omblt;h{lttk^.So4^p^,Sv^,0«J^apC^epmsi^ Qiaaina^ . _ 

. ^d^ii^eaidjmt for 

ips^. Al5:wrai,lwi^^ f. jn'i J4' Jtfd -..o ;.V! f ,!r .t ' 

^ uS^GSlne 
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LE.A.D.S., 

SALT LAKE COUNTY 

LAW ENFORCEMENT administrators & DIRECTORS 


Oruo Enfore«m#ht Adhninistrati.on 
United States Secret Service 
Alcohol Tobacco & Firearms 
South Salt Lake Police Depahn^ent • 

Salt Lake . Gpun^ Sheriff 
iOlidvaie Police Department 
United States Merahall's Office. 

Salt Ljake City Police Oepartinent 
Salt i^ke Clly Airport Police 
South Jordan Police Oepartmerit 
West' Jordan O^tartrndnt .df Public Sefety 

F^dareLBumau of Investlgstldn 
AtterTiey 6enerer« Wflce 
Miirray City Felice Department ,, 
Uh.iveraity of ytah'Poiloe Depertmerit 
Spnby police Department 
Tpoeia Pence Department 
Webt Valley Police Departmant 
Oinrict Atcorhay'a Office - Salt Lake County 
Veterans Administration Police Departmant 
United Ststea Customs 
Utah State Department of COrreettons 
Utah Departmant of Public Safety 
Utah Department of Natural Resources 
Utah Department of Wildlife Reaourcea 
Alta iVarahal's Of^ca 
Adult fVobatlon & Parole 
Salt Lake Comm.unHy College 
Granite School District Police Department 
U S Transportation Security Admin. 

Rocky Mountain HIDTA 
Utah Transit Authority 


April 12,2005 


Dear Congressman Bishop: . . . . ' 

I am writing on behalf of the Salt Lake County area Law 
Enforcement Administrators (LEADS). As you are yrell aware, 
the State of Utah has a significant drug problem. However, .we 
feel through .our coordinated and cooperative e£fo^, major 
gains have been made in combating this problem, thanks to the, 
HIDTA Pfogram and Byrne Discretionary funding (Justice .. 
Assistance Ofanfs). Our qoUaborative sfforjs have resulted in a 
significant reduction in clandestine, labs in the State Of Utah, .' 
substantial increase in interdicting drug sbipments and an .' 
increased emphasis oh dismantling and disrupting drug 
trafficking organizations. 

We are shocked and extremely disappointed when We learned 
that the fiscal 2006 federal budget proposal included reducing . 
HIDTA funding by over 50% and moving it from' a neutral 
environment in ONDCP ’s Bureau of State and Local Affairs to. 
the U.S. Department of Justice. , Then to also hear the budget 
proposal recommended an elimination of what was the Edward, 
Byiite Discretionary grants was equally disturbing. 'We believe 
these proposals are ill conceived, particularly considering the 
magnitude Of the drug problem in this country and its 
relationship to funding terrorism, spousal and child abuse as 
well as other violent crimes and property crimes. Just the loss 
of productive lives, is a tragedy in itself. 

Should these proposals be accepted by Congress, most of us 
\yill be ciippled as it relates to drug law enforcement. It will 
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April 12, 2005 ■ 

Set xis back to the 1970's when thedrugproblemreached its highestlevCls. Howthis c^b© 
construed as quality public policy or good drug law enforcement escapes us. In fact, just the 
opposite is true. This is a short-sighted proposal, and to use an old cliche, “Penny wise and 
pound foolish.” 

This proposal attacks the federal, state and local relationships that have developed over the years 
in combating the drug problem. These changes do not reflect the collective expertise available in 
law enforcement. HIDTA is successful because of die equal partnership iii addressing the drug 
threat regionally, consistent with the national goals, The key to the HIDTA Program is its > 
neutrality, the fact there is no one on our Executive Board from DNDCP to exert pressure or tp ■ , 
compete for the limited funds. That would not be the case .iftheprograin moved to Justice, 

The Byme funding helps support most of Utah’s drug task forces and compliments the HIDPA 
. Program as well as provides cases to the Drug Enforcement Adndnistcatioh. ’ The majority of ' 
drug experts will testify'that most major int^afronal, multi-state or local drug. trafficking 
organizations begin at a state or ideal leveh To effectively eliminate state, and local law . 
enforcement, from the equation impacts the drug problem not only locally and regionallyi but 
nationally as well. . 

We will provide you W?di three documents that should be heipfiil in assessing these drastic , j 
changes to.drug law enforcement. We want to continue the success we achieved as, it relates to 
the drug threat. i ' . - . 

Increased funding to the federal drug entities and reducing funding to the state and local partners ■ ' 
who ate partially rcspbnsibie for the federal suc'cess.dpes not make sense. ' . ' ; 

We ask you, as our Representative, to do everything possible to assure these budget proposals • ’ 
are defeated. 

Ifyou’dlike.mpre information, please contact any one ofus or Rocky Mountain HIPTA , 
Director Thomas Gorman at 303-671-2180 ext 223,- ' 


Chief Peter A. Fom^o, Murray City Police Dept 
Chairman, LEAD^ 

attachments: National HIDTA Director’s Association Position Paper 
Regional Impact of ROcky Mountein HIDTA Report 
HIDTA Impact on Methamphetanuhe/CUndestine Lab Problem 

cc: LEADS members 
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GRAND, ROUTT & MOFFAT NARCOTIC ENFORCEMENT TEAM 



GRAMNET, STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, CO 


February 21, 2005 

Congressman John T. Salazar 
Washington, DC OfEce 
1531 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0603 

Honorable Congressman Salazar: 

We arc writing to express our deep concern over the Presideci’s proposed FY2006 budget and its cute to several 
law enforcement related programs that are critical to our departments. 

For your background information, in 1996 the law enforcement agencies indie 14* Judicial District formed a 
multi-agency drug task force (GRAMNET). This task force represents the combined efforts of die Craig, Hayden 
and Steamboat Springs Polica Departments, as well as the Moffat, and Routt County Sheriffs Offices, and two 
agents from the DEA. The executive board consists of the heads of each of those local agencies. 

recently teamed that the President's FY 2006 budget proposal includes many deep cute to state and local 
^.ograms including: 

Justice Assistance Grants (JAG) (formerly Byrne) is ELIMINATED, which is a reduction from $600 million in FY 
2005. 

Previous funding for state and local in FY 2004 included: 

$500 million • Byrne Fommla Grants 
$125 million - Byrne Discretionary Grants 
$225 million - Local Law Enforcement Block Grants 
Total OJP funding $950 million ELIMINATED over two yeare 

Community Oriented Policing Program (COPS) - ELIMINATED Exeqn for $20 million in the Meth Hot Spots 
Program 

Hi^ Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) - Reduced to $100 million, wdiich was funded in FY 2005 at $250 
million, and transferred to DOJ with a loss of local control 

As you can see, these cute will be devastating to state and local law enforcement. It is important to remember that 
these cuts are proposed in the Presidents FY 2006 budget but will require action by the Congress to implement. 

GRAMNET is funded through a combination of JAG aiui HIDA grants, as well as our local match. Without die 
grant funding we will, in all likelihood, be forced to dismanfie our drug task force during a time in which we are 
being overrun with Metbamphetamine use. Further, four of the agencies have personnel assigned to die task force 
that are partially grant funded positions. If the matching funds disappear it is uncertain as to whethra: or not our 
local entities will have the funds to keep those positions. The possible result, not only will the task force go away, 
but we may loose up to four officers that are dedicated to wori^g drug cases. 


P.O. Box 775547 • Steamboat Springs, CO • 80477 • 970-871-1615 * fax 970-871-1617 
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GRAND, ROUTT & MOFFAT NARCOTIC ENFORCEMENT TEAM 



GRAMNET, STEAMBOAT SPRINGS, CO 


We all recognize lhat homeland security is a critical issiie. However, on a daily basis our communities face the 
impacts caused by illegal drugs. In areas of the country such as outs this is a far bigger reality than the potential for 
a terrorist attack. Senator Salazar has recognized this through his si^ort of the Combat Mcth Act. As most of 
recognize, methamphetamine is bang trafficked throu^ rural areas into the cities, and rural law enforcement 
agencies have very limited resources to deal with it If the President’s budget is adopted we will loose critical 
funding that we cannot replace. 


On behalf of all our communities we ask djat you support any effort to have this critical funding reinstated in the 
budget. Eliminating these programs will have an enormous impact on local law orforcement that will cause a 
proliferation of the sale and use of illegal drugs. 


Thank you, for your favorable consideration of this issue. Should you have any questions please feel free to contact 
my self or any of the following: 


Waiter K. Vanatta 
Chief of PoIiM 
CrmgP.D. 
1 - 826-2360 


Jody Lenahan 
Chief of Police 
Hayden P.D. 
970 - 276-3741 


Buddy Grinstead 
Sheriff 

Mofi&t County 
970 - 824-4495 


John Warner 
Sheriff 
Routt County 
970 - 870-5501 


Respectfully, 


J.D. Hays, Board Chalnnan 
Chief of Police 
Steamboat Springs P.D. 
970 - 879-4344 


P. O, Box 775547 * Steamboat Springs, CO • 80477 • 970-871-1615 • fax 970-871-1 61 7 
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JOHN W. HICKENLOOPER 
Mayor 


CITY AND COUNTY OF DENVER 


DEPARTMENT OF SAFETY 


DENVER POLICE DEPARTMENT 
ADMINISTRATION BUILDING 
1331 CHEROKEE STREET 
DENVER, COLORADO 80204-2787 
PHONE: (720) 913-2000 


March 9, 2005 

Senator Wayne Aliard 
United States Senate 
521 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0605 

Dear Senator Allard; 

! am writing this correspondence to voice my concern wiOi a certain segment of the national Budget 
Request, proposed by the President of the United States, for the fiscal year of 2006. As initially 
proposed, this budget request would completely eliminate the Byrne Justice Assistance Grant 
(J.A.G.) and substantially reduce and realign the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area Program 
(H.I.D.T.A.). 

The current and comprehensive national dug strategy encourages a cooperative and concerted 
effort to control drug trafficking and abuse at the regional, state, and local levels. This strategy, as 
applied to the Rocky Mountain region is the direct result of the application of the Byrne Justice 
Assistance Grant (J.A.G.) and the formation of the High Intensity Dmg Trafficking Area Program 
(H.I.D.T.A.). In concert, these two entitles have provided the dual benefits of structured multi- 
jurisdictional drug enforcement cooperation, as well as timely, and vital Federal level financial 
support. In the Rocky Mountain Region, the Denver Police Department has acted as the lead agency 
in this effort. 

As a result, the state of Colorado has enjoyed the vital social benefit of this enhanced drug 
enforcement emphasis. From 1999 to 2003, Colorado, like much of the rest of the nation, has 
experienced an actual leveling-off. then decline, of drug abuse in particular, and of crime in general. 
Today the scourge of drug abuse is discemibly reduced: and measured rates of crime are 
descending to levels not seen in the last 30 years. 

These most welcome trends, I strongly feel, are due in great part to the enhanced financial support 
and the special emphasis on multi-jurisdictional cooperative enforcement effort, aimed squarely at 
this great nation's severe drug problem. These changes would not have been possible, and would 
not been made, without the timely application of the J.A.G. Grant and the formation of the H.l.DT.A. 
Program. Continuation of such support is, I feel, essential to the very health of America’s social 
fabric. 

In conclusion, I am asking that you carefully consider this special need during your congressional 
effort to craft a workable national budget. Being the top executive of a major city police department, 
I well know the restrictive constraints under which you, and your congress ion colleagues, must labor 
toward this end. I implore you, however, to give most careful consideration to the continued 
existence and current application of the J.A.G. Grant and the H.I.D.T.A. Program. Your close 
attention is deeply appreciated, 

Sincerely. 


Gerald R. Whitman 
Chief of Police 
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MONTANA 


iiasgia i 


CHIEFS OF POLICE 


P.O. BOX 275 • GREAT FALLS. MT 59403-0275 • (406) 454-9091 

March 4, 2005 


Mf. Frank Garner, Prdsident 
Chief of Police 
Kalispeil Police Deoartment 
Drawer 1997 
Kalispeil, Montana 59903 
(406) 758-7780 


Tom Gorman 
10200 E. Giard Ave. 

Building C, Ste 444 
Denver, CO 8023 1 

Dear Tom, 

I am writing to request your support and the support of our congressional delegations 
in appropriately funding regional task forces through the High Intensity Drug 
Trafficking Area Program. President Bush’s recent budget proposal to Congress 
includes reducing the HIDTA Program funding from $227 million in FY 2005 to 
$100 million for FY2006. Additionally, the administration’s budget moves the 
program from the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) to the 
Department of Justice under the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force 
Pro^am (OCDETF). The purpose of this letter is to present the impact such changes 
will have on the overall effectiveness of the program and its federal, state and local 
law enforcement participants. 

Moving the HLDTA Program to OCDETF will do nothing to enhance law 
enforcement and will hinder the continuation of partnerships and innovation that the 
HIDTA Program has fostered. 


Mr, Trov McGee, Wee Piesideni 
Chief of Police 
Helena Police Departmen! 
221 Bfeckerridge 
Helena, Montana 59601 
(406)447-8479 


Hr. Kevin Olson, Secrelary/Tressurer 
Chiel of Police 
Havre Police Department 
520 Fourth Street 
Havre, Montana 59501 
(406) 265-4361 

Mr. Tim Shanks, Legislative Chairman 
Captain 

Great Falls Police Department 
PO Box 5021 
Great Falls, Montana 59403 
(406) 77M180 

Mr. Mark Tymrak. Past President 
Director of Public Safety 
Bozeman Police Department 
615 South le" Avenue 
Bozeman, MT 59715 
(406) 582-2010 

Mr. Lyntfon Erickson, fasfem 
Regional Director 
Chief of Police 
Glasgow Police Department 
501 Court Square 
Glasgow, MT 59230 
(406) 226-4333 


The HIDTA program has enjoyed wide acceptance by the heads of state and local law 
enforcement agencies for two important reasons. Under HIDTA, state and local 
heads of agencies join with their federal counterparts on an equal basis to determine 
the direction of their individual HIDTAs. There is no other cooperative endeavor of 
this magnirnde in law enforcement today. Secondly, the HIDTA program has been 
able to project a degree of separation from other federal agencies by its placement 
within OhroCP. Although ONDCP has shown a reluctance to administer the 
program, it should not be placed within a department that gives the perception that it 
is under the control and direction of a federal law enforcement entity. To do 
otherwise would certainly influence state and local participation and ownership of the 
program. 


Mr, Bick Musson, Central 
Regional Director 
Chief of Police 
Laurel Police Department 
215W8Stl8t 
Laurel, MT 59044 
(406)628-6737 

Mr. Rusty WIckman, Southwestern 
Regional Director 
Captain 

Missoula Police Department 
435 Ryman 
Missoula, MT 59602 
(406) 523-4692 

Mr. William Dial, Northwestern 
Regional Director 
Chief of Police 
Whitefish Police Department 
RO. 80X158 
Whitefish, MT 59937 
(406) 863-2420 
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Contrary to administration claims, HIDTAs around the country can demonstrate 
many successes and innovations that have had a positive impact on the national drug 
threat. As state and local law enforcement administrators, we stand together in 
support of the HEDTA program and against any effort to reduce its budget or move it 
to a department that adversely affects its neutrality. 

A cornerstone of the HIDTA program is the promotion of innovative methods and 
ideas. The evolution of the HIDTA intelligence subsystem exemplifies this approach. 
Historically, the sharing of intelligence among law enforcement agencies has been 
abysmal despite decades of attempts by federal agencies to create intelligence sharing 
centers. The program requirements of establishing intelligence centers within each 
HIDTA and mandating federal, state and local participation has resulted in the 
sharing of intelligence on an unprecedented scale. The HIDTA.net/ riss.net/LEO 
information system architecture electronically links each HIDTA. Each HIDTA has 
direct access to multiple agency and commercial databases, and provides a full range 
of analytical services. HEDTA intelligence support centers (ISCs) now stand as 
object lessons in interagency cooperation, collaboration and coordination. HIDTA 
ISCs played an integral role in the investigation of the terrorist attacks on 9/1 1, and 
because of their relationships, were able to obtain critical information in a very timely 
manner. Although the Administration proposes to preserve intelligence sharing, it 
offers no explanation of how it would encourage or mandate participation in 
intelligence centers. 

The proposed funding cuts to the HEDTA program as set forth in the administration’s 
budget submission to Congress will eviscerate a highly successful program and 
eliminate the existing level of coordination of effort among federal, state and local 
drug law enforcement agencies. A budget cut of such magnitude (56%) would cause 
the elimination of some HIDTAs and make the funding of others so minimal as to 
render them ineffective. Furthermore, successful nationwide programs developed and 
administered by individual HEDTAs such as event and target deconfliction of 
enforcement operations, intelligence collection and sharing, and training programs 
will, at least, be significantly reduced or in some cases discontinued. 

Thank you for your consideration on this matter and please know we support fall 
funding on HEDTA. 



- 2 - 
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MAR.09'2005 18:21 


DENVER DA ADMIN 


#1740 P.001/001 


MnCHKLl.R. MORRESSFY 
District Attorney 

SECOND .rUDICIAV. Dl.STUlCT 


March 9, 2005 



^tate of ColoraUo 

timUE UFTIIR irKTRICl AniMtNKY 

MiNVUt 


Thomas J. Gorman, Director 
Rocky Mountain tllDTA 
1 0200 East Girard Avenue, 
Building C, Suite 444 
Denver, CO 80231 


Sent via t'acsimile 
(303)671-2191 


2«l Wt^i Culfnx Avcirne 
8tb Flour 
Denver, CO Kn2»2 
TZO-SIS-WHHI 
rnx 72«-913.!«}35 


RE: RMTTIDTA/Froirt Range Task Force 
Dear Mr. Gormaa: 


Dus letter is 1^ ™tten to express my concern regarding Ok 2005 projected federal budget It is 
m midetstanding that in fiscal year 2005, the federal budget fer HIDTA will be cut by 5TC no 
lurmer^e Grants will be used to fond this program, andTflDTA will become part of OCDETF 
under die auspices of the U.S. Department ofJustice. 

^oii are aware, my Oflice has been an active participant and supporter of the Rrvdcy Mountain 
ITOTA sin« Its mi^on m 1 996. We have devoted and conOnue to devote one fiill time prosecutor 
tt fte From Rmge Task Force. The Front Range Task Force has been insliumental in the proscculiim 
m a numba of major nmi^cs cases m the Rocky Mountain region, and continues to be a valuable 
in die fight against the iroUfaadon ofnarcotics trafficking in the 

It is through such organizations as HIDTA and the Front Range Task Force that federal state 

and locd relahonshjs and communication lines remain open, and that mmor narcobes trafficking ’ 
oiga^ons arc efMvely dismanded, and prosecuted. I am hopeful that the Rocky Mountain 
HIDTA program reraam funded and active in the years to come. My Office is commiued to 

re^mg involved m the Rocky Mountain HIDTA, and f sigiport you in your efforts to keep this 
valuable program, * 

If 1 ^ be of any assistance, in this regard, please do not hesitate to contact me. I look forward to 
working with you rn the future. 


Sincerely, 


Mitchell iCMorrissDy 
Denver District Attorney 



593 



State of Utah 


Department of Public Safety 

ROBHRT L. FLOWERS 
Coiiiiniviimifr 


•ION M. HUNTSMAN. .IR. 


GARYR. HHRBKRT 
Liciileiiciii! Gitvcnidi' 


March 9, 2005 


Director Tom Gorman 
Rocky Mountain HIDTA 
10200 E Girard AveB 
Denver CO 80231 


Dear Director Gorman: 

When Utah DPS first became a member of the Rocky Mountain High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area 
(RMHIDTA) Utah had a large methamphetamine-manufacturing problem. At the time, there was little 
inter-agency cooperation as it related to drug enforcement. RMHIDTA assisted in the development of 
inter-agency programs to solve die problem and funded Utah agencies with training and needed 
equipment. Eventually legislation on methamphetamine precursor chemicals was passed. Because of fiiis 
effort, the manufacturing of methamphetamine in the state of Utah is now a small fraction of what it used 
to be. 

After successfully stopping the large scale manufacturing of methamphetamine, we shifted our efforts 
toward highway drug interdiction. In the year 2000, our department made seven substantial drug seizures 
on the highways. In 2001 we received ftinding from RMHIDTA to train our officers, to network with 
other agencies all over the nation and to aggressively enforce drug trafficking laws. In 2001, we made 33 
substantial seizures. In 2002, it became 80 seizures. In 2003, 1 14 seizures and in 2004 we made 127 
seizures. In each of these cases, there was federal, state, county and city cooperation, Several large drug 
organizations have been dismantled as a result of these cases. 

If we lose HIDTA funding for our department, we will have to let employees go in both our state crime 
lab and in the drug intelligence center. The eleven-dog canine program will be left without funding. 
Field troopers would still occasionally seize loads of drugs but there would not be a process in place to 
fully insure the intelligence from each of these cases would be properly handled and forwarded to the 
appropriate agencies. The UHP Highway Drug Interdiction Program would be crippled and much of it 
would simply go away due to lack of funding. This is particularly disturbing when considering the fact 
that highway drug interdiction officers are currently being trained in counter-terrorism and in terrorist 
detection. 


Sincerely. 



Utah Departmentof Public Safety 


Utah! 


4.W) Soulh :7i)n We.sl, Box 141775, Sail Lake City. Uiah 84114-1775 • telephone main # (801) 965-4461 or (800) 222-00.18 
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Lou 'l^allario 

Sfitriffof Qarfie.[d. County 



107 8^ St. 
(yCmzoood Springs, CO 81601 
TltU-pfione. 970-945-0453 
!Fa:(: 970-945-6430 


March 4, 2005 


RMHEDTA Executive Board 

Re; Comments regarding RMHIDTA and the potential for lost funding 
To Whom It May Concern: 

As the current TRIDENT Board Chairman, I am grateful that our Task Force has been associated with, and 
funded by RMHIDTA since its inception. We consider ourselves “charter” members of the RMHIDTA. 
RMHIDTA has provided our Task Force and our community with miK:h more than funding. They have 
provided training to make our narcotics officers better at what they do and as a result, have directly helped in 
keeping our community safe. They have created a network in which we can share information as well as work 
cases together. RMHIDTA has brought a group of individuals and task forces together, all with a common goal, 
that greater results can be achieved. Those results are being achieved everyday. 

If our RMHIDTA funding was lost, it would devastate our ability to continue to actively enforce narcotics 
violations. We would not be able to maintain a Task Force and I believe most Task Forces would be eliminated 
in our RMHIDTA region. Instead, we would revert to the old methods of reactive drug work. With the plague 
of Methamphetamine now within our communities, losing funding could be fatal. 

We all realize the seriousness of terrorists in our country, but I would suggest that the real terrorists that we 
face, particularly in the rural communities, are illegal dings. The tragic loss of life as a result of a terrorist act is 
unforgivable. But to divert the funding needed to enforce illegal drug activity which kills our citizens every day 
is unacceptable. The funding of anti-terrorist methods must be balanced with the funding of drug enforcement 
without tipping the scales to only one ideology. 

Thank you for allowing the opportunity to share our concerns with you. 

Respectfully, ' 

Lou Vallario 

Garfield County Sheriff 

TRIDENT Board Chairman 



Lori Strain 


From: 

''jnt: 

j: 

Subject: 


Michael Bioriigen [mbioni@state.wy.us] 
Monday, March 07, 2005 8:24 AM 
Lori Strain 

Rocky Mountain HiDTA 


To whom it may concern: 

My name is Mike Bionigen and I am the District Attorney for the Seventh Judicial District. I also 
served as a HIDTA prosecutor from its inception in Wyoming until I assumed this position in 
December, 2003. I have been involved in criminal prosecution since 1983. It is from this background 
that I would like to speak in favor of continuing the Rocky Mountain HIDTA program in its current form 
and funding. 

The impact of methamphetamine on a community cannot be overstated. It is associated with 
increased levels of criminal behavior on all fronts. In response to the problem, state and federal 
officials in Wyoming have attempted to attack methamphetamine together. Part of that response has 
been the HIDTA program. Simply put, HIDTA is a federal-state cooperative program that actually 
works. HIDTA promotes interagency cooperation. It also allows drug organizations to be pursued 
without concerns of jurisdictional problems. Information and task sharing leads to less duplication of 
effort and better prosecution in state and federal courts. 

HIDTA has resulted in major drug distribution rings being broken on several occasions. Not so 
long ago, a major case might involve several ounces of methamphetamine. Now, through HIDTA, 
state and federal authorities have been involved with numerous defendant's over the past five years 
Voived in relevant conduct exceeding fifty pounds of methamphetamine. Drug Qaulity has dropped 
and there have ben important disruptions in the flow of illegal drugs. 

My office currently houses one attorney and one paralegal/legal secretary. Those positions are 
fully funded by HIDTA. A loss of those positions would significantly reduce our ability to respond to 
the methamphetamine crisis. It is unlikely that I would be able to replace those positions. In addition, 
the loss of HIDTA funding would lead to less information sharing. Despite an excellent relationship 
with the United States Attorney's office, the loss of HIDTA would lead to less day to day contact with 
the federal system. It would be inevitable that the level of information sharing would decrease. From 
experience I know that we then would often be duplicating effort simply because we don't know the 
details of what the federal government is doing. We would also lose the bonus of having experienced 
agents training our less experienced local officers. This mentoring has lead to improvements in local 
law enforcement. 

I have ben involved with public prosecution for twenty-two years. 

When you find a program which produces real results and real cooperation between state and federal 
officials, it is important that It be continued. If you have any questions, you can contact me at this e- 
maii address or at (307)235-9223. 


Sincerely, 

Michael A. Bionigen 
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MEMORANDUM 


TO; Rocky Mountain HIDTA 

Executive Director Tom Gorman 

FROM: Cheyenne Police Department 

Robert D. Fecht, Chief of Police 

SUBJECT: RMHIDTA Program 
Elimination Impacts 

DATE: March 04, 2005 

Interstate 80 runs EastAVest through the entire southern portion of Wyoming, and in 
Cheyenne Wyoming, this Interstate intersects with Interstate 25 North/South. Interstate 
80 leads to California to the West, and to Nebraska, Iowa and Illinois to the East. 
Interstate 25 directly connects to Denver Colorado to the South and eventually connects 
to Canada to the North. For as long as there have been narcotics couriers, these two 
Interstates have been used as a major transportation corridor for those narcotics. 

It is an unfortunate fact that Wyoming has very limited law enforcement resources, and 
the Wyoming Highway Patrol has been an under funded agency for many years. 
Although this is a problem that should be addressed by the Wyoming State Legislature, it 
has not been. Drug enforcement, either through the Wyoming Highway Patrol or the 
Wyoming Division of Criminal Investigation, has not been a priority item in Wyoming. 

This is despite the fact that statistics clearly show Interstate 80 is a major drug courier 
route, and Wyoming’s open spaces are an easy target for those wishing to 
manufacture/store narcotics. 

Several years ago. Federal Byrne Grant funding allowed the Wyoming Division of 
Criminal Investigation to target narcotics trafficking. And when Colorado. Utah and 
Wyoming were declared a High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area, funding became 
available for the Wyoming Highway Patrol to begin addressing concerns caused by 
traffickers on the Interstates. 

Because of funding provided by these two sources, the two agencies listed have been 
very successful in combating narcotics. Fr anyone to believe that their efforts have been 
unsuccessful or not needed would be a gross misunderstanding of the facts. These funds 
must be maintained, and the two agencies allowed to continue their efforts to combat 
narcotics activity. To cease funding these efforts will lead to the almost immediate 
capitulation to the drug traffickers of the region, and major amounts of narcotics will 
flow freely through the state, and into the state. Wyoming would quickly earn the 
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reputation of being the easy passage way across the United States, and manufacturers 
would set up shop all around the state and defy local jurisdictions to handle the problem. 

I cannot emphasize enough the need to combat narcotics activity by every means 
possible. Without any doubt, the overwhelming vast majority of crimes are committed 
because of illegal drugs and the desire for them. As a law enforcement officer, I cannot 
imagine anyone thinking that it is acceptable to turn away from this duty and 
responsibility. Without the funding currently being provided, law enforcement in 
Wyoming will continue to do what their charters mandate, but their ability to successfully 
deter criminal activity in this arena will be so curtailed as to be almost completely and 
totally ineffective. 

I ask that you and your fellow HIDTA Executive Directors do all that you can to preserve 
America’s future by ensuring that the war against drugs is not surrendered to because of a 
lack of funding. 

Thank you for your assistance and consideration in this matter. 

Sincerely, 


Robert Fecht 
Chief of Police 
Cheyenne Police Department 
2020 Capitol Ave. 

Cheyenne, WY 82001 
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March 23, 2005 


The Honorable Representative Diana DeGette 
1527 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Representative DeGette: 

Re; HIDTA Program and Elimination of Byrne Discretionary Grants 

1 was dismayed and shocked when a few weeks ago the federal budget proposal included: 

• Reduction of the funding for the HIDTA Program by over 50% 

• Moving the HIDTA Program fi'om ONDCP to U.S. Department of Justice/OCDETF 

• Elimination of Byme discretionary grants 

How this can be construed as good public policy or good drug law enforcement policy escapes 
me. In fact, just the opposite is true. If these reductions and movement of HIDTA are 
completed, it will set drug law enforcement back to the 1970’s when the drug problem reached 
its highest level. 

I recognize that good fiscal planning, which must result in some federal reductions is necessary 
for our country. I just feel that to put drug law enforcement back to an era where drugs were at 
its highest level is not good fiscal policy. The elimination of HIDTA and Byme Funds would 
virtually wipe out dmg enforcement in the state of Colorado and return the streets to the dealers 
and users. The cost of a potential drug increase that will most likely result from these proposals 
will be significantly higher than the money the government is trying to save. It will be higher 
not only in terms of dollars but also in the quality of life for the citizens of the state of Colorado 
especially in our district. 

I have always appreciated your dutifulness to voice the concerns of your constituents. Again, 1 
appeal to you to voice my objection to the proposed budget cuts. 

Sincerely, 


Vivian Taylor 
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CdDS 


COLORADO 
DEPARTMENT 
OF PUBLIC SAFETY 


Chief Mark V. Trostel' 
Colorado State Patrol 
700 Kipling St, 

Suite 1000 

Denver, CO 60215-5365 
(303) 239-4500 
TDD (303) 239-4505 
FAX (303) 239-4481 


March 9, 2005 


Mr. Tom Gorman 
Rocky Mountain HIDTA 
10200 E. Girai'd Avenue 
Building C, Suite 444 
Denver, Colorado 80231 


Dear Tom, 


The Rocky Mountain High Intensity Drug Trafficking Agency (RMHIDTA) has been the 
instrument to facilitate joint operations, information/intelligence sharing and cooperation 
on a level heretofore unknown in Colorado to impact illegal narcotic/drug enterprises in 
the Rocky Mountain Region. 


Bill Owcni 
GOVERNOR 
Joa Moralai 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
Colorado Stata 
Patrol 

Colorado Bureau 
ol Invsatlgallon 


The Rocky Mountain Highway Patrol Network involves the states of Colorado, Utah, 
Wyoming and Montana. This network, which was initiated by and through RMHIDTA, 
affords the states highway patrols the ability to leverage their resources in our criminal 
interdiction efforts and homeland security information sharing. 

The Colorado State Patrol is very pleased to be a part of RMHIDTA and looks forward to 
our continued success in impacting illegal drug trafficking in out state and nation. 


DMsion ol 
CrIrnInslJusllce 
Olllce ol Proparadneu, 
Security, and Fire Solely 



Sincerely, 

Colonel Mark V. Trostel 
Chief, Colorado State Patrol 


Fksl in Traffic Safe!)' 
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Lori Strain 


From: 

Terry Wilson [terryw@ci.gienwood-springs.co.us] 

Sent: 

Friday, March 25, 2005 4:02 PM 

To: 

Suzanne_singleteiTy@allard.senate.gov 

Cc: 

sam_mitchell@sala 2 ar.senate.gov; michael.carey@mail.house.gov: 
bruce.miller@mail.house.gov; Lori Strain 

Subject: 

Byrne and HIDTA Funding 


To Representatives and Senators of Colorado, 

I am a Chief of Police in Glenwood Springs and have served in that capacity for approximately 1 0 
years. I began my law enforcement career with this Department 21 years ago and hope to finish 
where I started. My family roots go back in this vaiiey to my great-grandfather in Aspen during the 
silver boom. I have raised my son here, and hope to make this a place he will wish to raise his 
children. 

One of the gravest threats to the quality of life that we in the Roaring Fork Valley have long enjoyed is 
the ever-increasing danger posed by drugs. Although we have always, thankfully, lagged a little 
behind national trends, we are now fully engaged in dealing with the effects of methamphetamine in 
our area. Periphery crimes such as theft are rising, with strong indication that the thefts fund the 
purchase of this latest drug craze. 

Users and sellers of this drug have recently been arrested in our valley with surveillance equipment 
installed to warn the occupants of houses of our arrival, it is only a matter of time before a 
confrontation of a violent nature will result. 

In my opinion, there could scarcely be a worse time for the reduction of funding that supplies the only 
ability we have to make a stand against illegal drug manufacturing and sales. Without the support our 
regional drug task force, TRIDENT, has received from both Byrne and HIDTA funding over the years, 
our efforts to investigate and prosecute drug offenses would be haphazard and inefficient at best. 

I worked personally with Representative Scott Mclnnis and Senator Ben Nighthorse Campbell to 
support and secure HIDTA funding for our region. This was not, and is not, a "money grab" for the 
sake of getting Federal dollars, but rather an opportunity to deal with an area of law enforcement that 
local and small Departments are unable to deal with individually. 

Through our affiliation with Byrne funding and the HIDTA organization we have made hundreds of 
important arrests. We have also forged strong, lasting cooperative relationships between our 
neighboring communities, other task force groups, and Federal agencies. The IRS, DEA, US 
Marshals, INS and others have all been benefitted by the existence of a strong, although small, task 
force in our area. 

After so much work and commitment has been directed at getting our relationships and capabilities to 
the point where we can be a viable deterrent to dangerous illegal drug activity, I shudder to think what 
a huge step backwards the significant reduction or elimination of these funding sources represents. 

I ask you each for your support in protecting these funds so that we may continue to protect our 
neighborhoods. It may be an issue of national funding, but for me it is a matter of personal duty and 
responsibility. 

I welcome any questions or comments any of you may have, and invite you to contact Director Tom 
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Gorman at the Rocky Mountain HIDTA offices for any information. 

Thank you for your consideration and your service to our wonderfui State, 

Terry L. Wiison 
Chief of Poiice 
Gienwood Springs, Coiorado 


2 
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Rocky Mountain HIDTA 

10200 E. Girard Ave. 
Building C, Suite 444 
Denver, CO 80231 
(303) 671-2180 
FAX: (303) 671-2191 


March 17, 2005 


The Honorable Wayne Allard 
525 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510 


Dear Senator Allard: 

On behalf of the Rocky Mountain HIDTA Executive Board made up of federal, state and local 
law enforcement leaders from Colorado, Montana, Utah and Wyoming, 1 am writing to provide 
you information concerning the federal budget. The fiscal year 2006 budget is proposing to 
reduce the HIDTA Program from $227 million to $100 million and transferring their program 
from ONDCP to the Department of Justice. 

We firmly believe that a reduction of over 56% and a movement of the program out of ONDCP 
will have an extremely detrimental effect on not only national drug law enforcement but, in 
particular, the states of Colorado, Montana, Utah and Wyoming. A 56% reduction will either 
eliminate the HIDTA Program for our four states or the funding will be so minimal as to make it 
virtually ineffective. I have enclosed a report on estimations of the impact should this budget 
proposal pass through Congress. Part of the report also includes comments from some of your 
chief law enforcement people and drug unit commanders concerning their thoughts about the 
HIDTA Program and its impact in our area. 

I hope you have time to read this document as you and your colleagues prepare to make 
important decisions related to the federal budget. If you need further information or would like a 
copy of the position paper from the National HIDTA Directors Association on this issue, please 
contact our director, Tom Gorman at 303-671-2180, ext. 223. 


Sincerely, 


Mesa County Sheriff Stan Hilkey 
Chairman, RMHIDTA Executive Board 


cc: Colorado State Subcommittee 
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March 18, 2005 


Rocky Mountain HIDTA 

10200 E. Girard Ave. 
Building C, Suite 444 
Denver, CO 80231 
(303) 671-2180 
FAX: (303) 671-2191 


The Honorable Representative Bob Beauprez 
504 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 


Dear Representative Beauprez: 

On behalf of the Rocky Mountain HIDTA Executive Board made up of federal, state and local 
law enforcement leaders from Colorado, Montana, Utah and Wyoming, I am writing to provide 
you information concerning the federal budget. The fiscal year 2006 budget is proposing to 
reduce the HIDTA Program from $227 million to $100 million and transferring their program 
from ONDCP to the Department of Justice. 

We firmly believe that a reduction of over 56% and a movement of the program out of ONDCP 
will have an extremely detrimental effect on not only national drug law enforcement but, in 
particular, the states of Colorado, Montana, Utah and Wyoming. A 56% reduction will either 
eliminate the HIDTA Program for our four states or the funding will be so minimal as to make it 
virtually ineffective. I have enclosed a report on estimations of the impact should this budget 
proposal pass through Congress. Part of the report also includes comments from some of your 
chief law enforcement people and drug unit commanders concerning their thoughts about the 
HIDTA Program and its impact in our area. 

I hope you have time to read this document as you and your colleagues prepare to make 
important decisions related to the federal budget. If you need further information or would like a 
copy of the position paper from the National HIDTA Directors Association on this issue, please 
contact our director, Tom Gorman at 303-671-2180, ext. 223. 


Sincerely, 


Mesa County Sheriff Stan Hilkey 
Chairman, RMHIDTA Executive Board 
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Lou VaHario 

SHerijf of <^aij-ie[d County 



107 8^^' St. 
glemvoocf Springs, CO 81601 
nieCephone 970-945-0453 
Tosq 970-945-6430 


March 28, 2005 


To Whom It May Concern: 

As the current Two Rivers Drug Enforcement Team (TRIDENT ) Board Chairman, I am grateful that our Task 
Force has been associated with, and funded by HIDTA since its inception. We consider ourselves “charter” 
members of the Rocky Mountain HIDTA. 

HIDTA has provided our Task Force and our community with much more than funding. They have provided 
training to make our narcotics officers better at what they do and as a result, have directly helped in keeping our 
community safe. They have created a network in which we can share information as well as work cases 
together. HIDTA has brought a group of individuals and task forces together, all with a common goal, so that 
greater results can be achieved. Those results are being achieved everyday. 

If our HIDTA funding was lost, it would devastate our ability to continue to actively enforce narcotics 
violations. We would not be able to maintain a Task Force and I believe most Task Forces would be eliminated 
in our HIDTA region. Instead, we would revert to the old methods of reactive drug work. With the plague of 
Methamphetamine now within our communities, losing funding could be fatal to our community. 

We all realize the seriousness of terrorists in our country, but I would suggest that the real terrorists that we 
face, particularly in the rural communities, are illegal drugs. The tragic loss of life as a result of a terrorist act is 
unforgivable. But to divert the funding needed to enforce illegal drug activity which kills our citizens every day 
is unacceptable. The funding of anti-terrorist methods must be balanced with the funding of drug enforcement 
without tipping the scales to only one ideology. Therefore, I urge you to consider this information and our 
community when addressing the President’s 2006 budget cuts with respect to HIDTA and Byrnes funding 
programs. 

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to share my concerns with you. 

Respectfully, 

Lou Vallario 

Garfield County Sheriff 

TRIDENT Board Chairman 
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D-rONDCr, 

*y”his £)ureau oF ^ctJho\, T obacco, f^irearmfi and F xj^patves full*j supports tbe misaicn of tbe ^entrs! 
plorida MIOTA Id adamantly opposed to rts abolition. "Tbi* Mll^ FApIf’ys « 
aaftbtmgtlie Middle Judicial Uiatrictin ft efforts to reduce vicJent crime and protect tbc public againat 
violent narcotics traffickers, Additionally, its intelligence and deconfliction functions have resulted in a 
safer and tnone efficient working environment for all partieipatir^ law enforcement agencies. In tbc 
opinion of ATr*! elimination of this MII^T'A'*'wld be a disseivice to both cititens and law 
enforcement off icers who live and woA throughout Ocnfcral Pon’da. f^lease feel free to call me iff c.an 
provide additional iftformation. 

,5i'^cerely, 

John T- 

Asoifltant 5pe<iial Agent in Charge 

bureau of ,^!cohol, 1” obaeco, p^insarms and (ATf^ 

Tampa Teld Uivision 

Office: a I ^-zoz-7^oa 
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cdDS 


COLORADO 
DEPARTMENT 
OF PUBLIC SAFETY 


Chleiwark v.Tmstsl' 
Colorado State Patrol 
700 Kipling St. 
Si^to 1O00 

Dcnvar, Co 8Q215-6B65 
{303)239-4500 
TDD (303) 239-4C0S 
FAX(303)23M4B1 


March 9, 2005 


Mr. Tom Gorman 
Rocky Mountain HE)TA 
10200 E. Girard Avenue 
Building C, Suite 444 
Denver, Colorado 80231 


SniOwm 
eavERNOfl 
iaa Meralfl* 
eXBOI/nVBDWBCTOft 
Cdoudo 9t«U 
Piini 

Celamdo Btiiwiu 
at IfiMiNpArien 

DhlMn el 
CitrHni! Afflim 
Office el PreparednasB, 
Secuilty, and Pin Salal)' 



Dear Tom , 

The Rocky Mountain High Intensity Drug Trafficking Agency (RMHIDTA) has been the 
instrument to facilitate joint operations, infonnation/intelligence sharing and cooperation 
on a level heretofore unlcnown in Colorado to impact illegal narcotic/drug enterprises in 
the Rocky Mountain Region. 

The Rocky Mountain Highway Patrol Network involves the states of Colorado, Utah, 
Wyoming and Montana. This network, which was initiated by and through RMHIDTA, 
affords the states liighway patrols the ability to leverage theix resources in our criminal 
interdiction efforts and homeland security information sharing. 

The Colorado State Pattol is v^y pleased to be a part of RMHIDTA and looks forward to 
our continued success in impacting illegal drug traffidang in out state and nation. 

Sincerely, 

Colonel Mark V. Trostel 
Chief, Colorado State Patrol 


F^hTmt/lcSntetjf 
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MlgyriA-Mifto 

MAYOaPROTliM 

LlenBW 

CDUHCIIMEMSSRS 
CinudfuCAIvirez 
CnrivSuflBMnu 
Albena P.Chrla{>r 
MlkfeCeircIa 
inse Saterfei 

MaTdJ,7.2005 


CITV manager • 
Sm/fd N, R«ifn 
cmr ATTORNEY 
Josfph W. FirtcTwr 
CLESkOFTHG CCWNC»L 
PKTlcb E. Holy 

CITY OF SANTA ANA 

POLICE department 
60 CIVIC ce.meii nAZA • p.o. box i ssi 

SANTA AMAv CALIFOiNIA 92702 



Tbe Honoiable C. Dd^ROpbor Cox 
US Hoibsc of Repcesontativcs 
R^bam Building #2402 
Washiagton, DC 20535 

Dear Congrefsinaii Cox: 


On Isehalf of the Orange County Re^dsal Narcotics Snpjffesalon Pn>gtaxa (RNSP) Executive 
Bosidt I would tike to express our concern ngaading Pxesideat Bush’s recent budget pn^posal to 
tedtao! the Hl|d» Iiieosity Drug Traffidcrag An9.,PtDgni& {HIDT/^ fianding fium the FY 2005 
levd flmdiog of S227 rBiUian to $100 2006. In addiiioa to the 506 zeducticni in 

fimtgq g for tfas HIDTA P r og r a m, tbe Pteatd^p^baes to move the Program fnsa the^ OSee .of 
Natio^ Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) ^^SfeD^toeat of Justice unto Ac OrgflBiZBd Qhoe 
Drug EnBareemeat Task Force Program;(^M^£TP).:^ - 
‘■y 'y 

ENSP is a multi A gerMy tiwlg fhrhA'thkC ifas ferioed inl9<6 Rod has worlced wtA HIDTA fllnded 
Programs finm aaross Ae Ymrinn, .'i^luiitduBtion.isi; HIDTA funding will have a significant 
negative on both Orange OOi^ s^tods and other xegta throughout tbe coumry. The 

munbet of investigrtioM will haiitt V'be teduted add our abdlity to thlly javofljgaEte wd 
HtetTMwtif? an orgemzadQn will be scwesBly iiBpacted. In cw opinion, the loss of S127 nullion 
dollars to state and local la»r eflfbtcetnent wound the cwiany is acpt In tbe best inraaai of the 
coflititUBiLls wc serve. 


Chir second' ceaewri is- the proposed movomeat of Ae KEDtA PTogmni fiom ONDCP^to ^ 
OCDETF Program undwAeDcporimeitf of Ju«d^ These Pragrama eSffia sigirificaDtly m 
mhsions and scope of opwadons. The OCDETF Program ia mainly used to the salmes of 

federal investigaiors PEA and FBI) and prosecuwre and has some ftodii^ 
to state and loralovettiioe costs. OOJETBSaS ah* SairftiJs^^ 

of ftdael lepes^ttw^'-^"' 


HCOTA Prognim and' its^ pdliai» the concept end 

Siictim af tte ocraw togt* «, n*vc HtMA ta 
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F-B 34 


ConereflStnBn Cox 


March 7, 2005 
page 2 


We would be bonnedto meet vvithyou or ombeis ofyaaratafTto provide a more detailed and 
con^ffehensive briefing on the HEDTA Prog^ or die ENSP Program. 

Tluak you &r yow attencbn in this aatter. 


Sin^rcly, 



of Police 

CbaJnnaii, Keglcmai Xsrcodeg SlMSpressioa Program 


u7 frxi-.it yoti 4^' iTK:OlfUu'S: i:-l W-VAT' ^ . . 



■’ ■ r'-ri'lU 
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fflamrfE of Hos Angefee 


4700 Vtoamz ^OmtlEiwrii 
iSUndeni! 5 »lt. Caltfonris 91754 -ZJS 3 


March 24, 2005 



The Honorable Don Young 

United States House of Representatives i < 

2111 Rayburn 9 ob ' ' 

Washmgton, D.C. 20515-Q201 

Dear Representative Young: 

ir- ‘fi- 

I am writing to you to voice my concern regarding Pr^ident t^rge W. Bush's 
proposed Fiscal Year 2006 bddget afid'lts prbviston that wilt ellmkrate the Justice 
Assistance Grant Program (JAG),.fboVietV kne^ as Byme Grants. Currently, these 
grants are distributed to L^s Angeles Coi^ through, the Stats, of Cellfomia's tOfflca of 
Emergency Senrices. The'Ideal Artti-urug'/iuss'StBerlhg CSrnmittse, chaired by my 
Department, recommends allocation of funds to deserving programs at the local level. 
In Fiscal Year 2004, Los Angeles County received $6.8 million from the Justice 
Assistance - Byrne Grant 


The Fiscal Year 2005 JAG Program award for Los Angeles County has been reduced 
by the federal government approximately $1.B million, a 28 percent reduction. This will 
result in devastating reductions in some of the most inrovaflve and oflectlve anti-drug 
abuse programs In Los Angeles County. 

in. addition, funding fer the High InterisNy Drug TrafficWng Area Program (HIDTA) is also 
slated fpr major reductian and movement from the Office of National Drug Control 
Policy to the Department of justice. The reduction and transfer of this highly successful 
public safety partnership program Is contrary to the President's pledge to support local 
elforts to reduce crime. By consolidating decision making In Washington, D.C„ the 
local control that enabled the HIDTA Program to remain fopuseej and , nimbie, in their 
response to cherrglng conditions will hft M ln'the .federaLbur^udmcy. The loss of 
these funds and the relbcetion of program .ov^ight to. the beparfiihent of Justice is a 
major, stop backwards; In .the fight agafi^t' ^mer ^^ y ■ ! ■ ^ io r, i .' 

.I'll', .VJUf,'; 

■■ ; - ti- iii.-eivi r: . 

^ ^ -tr- r..-. 

3ra<fi(ion of Seroioe 

' - I* •• -*,*r ••.'.'.■•w' ■ . ;'i ■ . ■ - , 
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T-SBl PUDMOS f-834 


The Honorable Don Young - 2 - 


March 24, 2005 


President Bush's proposed Fiscal Year 2006 budget eliminates JAQ Program funds 
altogether and will result in the eliminatton of the already drastically curtailed programs. 
The nanatlve accompanying the announcement of these and related law enforcement 
and public safety grants Indicates the reductions are warranted because crime rates are 
down. While crime rates may be down In many areas, perhaps overall, the scourge of 
drug-related crime continues to plague major metropolitan areas including and 
especially Los Angeles County. The programs currently funded through the Byma 
Grant and JAG Programs have been proven successful; now Is not the time for our 
federal partners to turn their backs on local and state governments in the continuing 
fight against drugs and drug-related crimes. 


The efforts funded through the Byrne Grant and JAG Programs involve ongoing, multi- 
agency partnerships which Include sherifPs deputies, police officers, probation officers, 
district and dty attorneys, and state and federal agencies. These partnerships have 
resulted In award winning, cutting edge, and proven successful programs that should be 
supported rather than curtailed. , , 


1 urge you to make every effort to oppose these portions of the President’s budget 
proposal and leatore the JAG and HIDTA Programs funding to prior years' levels. 
Plaase let.meknow If I., o,r a.rpenjbgr^my^,.^n be.pf,^^ to ypu in this 
regiiyd, 1 

• ' . "I •••.,»•► ‘”u . I iV.'j-t'jrV) .. '' • 

siriceraly,' ; J.-I,,; ■,.,2 s .sw i,. ■■ 


.;c'vi.in|IP ‘i iH-'; « hwwpu.tv, * ^ I; - 

f , Ire .ircv'rTW 

, - • , v«,t,'is !:«'.« osairi . 

LtftOY D.iSAIJ^.; • .va: > r...e» J- 

'sheriff 

. , i-'icgia .".H ' ' 


SrriUt 'iin: 


, • 1. - I'S „i|j j ..nviVwi'' . 

;ii; ..r- 4' ;iriu ' 










utcwstsft 

;e..5Q00 
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March 29, 2005 


Senator George Voinovich 
524 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-3504 

Dear Senator Voinovich: 


I am writing to request your support to continue funding the High Intensity Ehrug Trafficking Area Program 
(HJDTA) at the budget levels previously approved. ITesident Bush’s recent budget proposal to Congress 
includes reducing the HIDTA Program finding from $227 million in FY 2005 to $100 million for FY 2006. 
Additionally, the administration's proposal moves the program from the Office of National Drug Control Policy 
(ONDCP) to the Department of Justice under the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force Program 
(OCDETF). The purpose of this letter is to present the impact such changes will have on the overall 
effectiveness of the program and its federal, state and local law enforcement paiticipants. 


The following list details the law enforcement agencies throughout Ohio that have received resources, or will be source 
recipients, from the Ohio HIDTA Program; 

state and Local Law Enforeemant Agenclea 


Akron Police Dopartment 
Alien County SherifTa Office 
Berbertan Pollcs Oepartmant 
Bay Village Police Dapsrtment 
Baachwood Police Depsilment 
Brook Park Pollee Department 
Cincinnati Police Department 
City of Cuyahoga Pails Police Oepartmoni 
City of Euclid 

City of Twlneburg Police Department 

Cleveland Metropolitan Houalng Authortty PD 

Cleveland Police Depatttnant 

Columbue Police Department 

Cuyahoga County Sheriffs Office 

Cuyahoga Heights Pollco Department 

Dayton Police Dopartment 

Euclid Police Department 

Fairfield County Sheriffs Offlea 

Franklin Coun^ Sheriffs Office 

Geauga County Sheriff Office 


Huber Helglits P^lce Oeportmont 
Lake County NarcoUcA Agency 
Lancaster 

LucMi County ShortfTs Office 

Mahoning County Sheriffs Offlco 

Montgomery County ^orlff a Office 

OMo Bureau of Crimirtai Identification sod Investigation 

^lo Stale Highway Petrol 

Orange Village Police Dopettmem 

Regional Tronsll Authoilly Police Dopartment 

Shakar Holghts Police OepsnmBnt 

Stark County Sheriffs ornee 

Sunrinilt County Sheriffs Office 

Sylvanie Police Oepawnsnt 

Toledo Pollco Depanment e 

TiDtWDod Police Oepr^mont 

Warrort County ShertfTs Office 

WIcldRTe Police Department 

Wood County SheriffG Office 

Woodmere PoUce Deperlment 


Greene County Sharlffa Office 
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The resources received by these depatments ran^ from comoiunication devices, addiiional overtime lunding, 
leased vehicles to equipment. An across the board hud^t cut of such magnitude (56%) would prevent the Ohio 
HIDTA from providing resources to these agencies in joint counter-drug trafficking ctforts. Other funding sources 
or replacements are highly unlikely. 

Additionally, if tlie budget cuts were random, the decreased funding may cause the eliinination of some HlDTAs or 
make the funding of others so minimal as to render them ineffective. Furthermore, successful nationwide program.? 
developed and administered by individual HIDTAs such a$ event and target deconfliction of enforcement 
operation.?, intelligence collection and sharing, and training programs will be at the least, significantly reduced or in 
some cases discontinued. 

Under OCDETF control, the HIDTA Program will likely fail to enhance law cn forcement efforts, and will possibly 
hinder the continuation of federal, state and local partnerships as well as the innovation that the program has 
fostered, The current program has enjoyed wide acceptance by the heads of state and local law enforcement 
agencies for two important reasons, First, state and local heads of agencies join with their federal counterparts on 
an equal basis in the HIDTA Program to determine the direction of the individual HIDTAs. Second, the HIDTA 
program has been able to project a degree of .separation from otlier federal agencies by ils placement within 
ONDCP. A transfer of the HIDTA Program to OCDETF, which is under the control and direction of a federal law 
enforcement entity, would negatively influence state and local participation, cooperation and ownership of the 
program. 

The Oliio HIDTA has demonstrated many successi^ and innovations that have had a positive impact on the local 
drug threat. As a local law enforcement administrator, t am in support of the HIDTA program and against any 
effort to reduce its budget or move it Co a department that adversely affects its neutrality. A,? you are aware, 
America’s drug problem is destroying our country through the illegal use of drugs. Those who abuse drags pjm to 
criminal activity in order to supply their habits, allowing local law enforcement to deal only with low-leve) dealers. 
Multi-jurisdicfional task forces, however, have been able to identify, locate and convict main players ui illegal drug 
activify. Further, any efforts towards Ihe reduction of funding to combat illegal drugs will increa.se general criminal 
activity, including terrorism. Wc have learned since 9/1 1 that one resource terrorists use to finance their activities 
is illegal drag ^salcs. A reduction in law enforcement funding will not only cripple the war on drugs, but will also 
place our homeland security efforts at risk. 

Finally, the proposctl FY 2006 budget does not only limit Us assault on local law enforcement to the cuts in the 
HIDTA program, but also in conjunction with thi.s, proposes the complete elimination of Justice Assistance Grants 
(JAG granta/formerly Byrne gran ts), and the elimination of Community Oriented Policing Program grants (COPS). 
As you are aware JAG and COPS giants provide essential support to local law enforcement, particularly to our anil- 
drug program.?, When combined with the cuts to the HIDTA program, the elimination of JAG and COPS grants 
will devastate the ability of taw enforcement in Ohio to effectively combat drug trafficking and related crimes. 

Thank you for your consideration regarding this crucial matter and hopefully we can count on your timely support 
during Subcommittee and Congressional legislation hearings leading to the finalization of FY 2006 budget process. 


Respectfully, 


Walter A. Ugrinic 

Chief of Police 

City of Sh aker Heights 

Ohio HIDTA Executive Board 
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Thomas J. vilsaok 

QOVEnNOR 

Sally J, PEDSfisON 

LT. QCVBRNOn 


STATEOFIOWA 


OFFICE OF CJfflJQ 
MafmiN L Van 


CONTROL POLICY 

HAAFTeN,DlBBCTOR 


Match 16, 2005 


JohnWaltere , 

Office of National Drug Control Policy 
Washington, n.C. 20503 


Onto 


^fi‘tW«ri»iw5tor Waltere: 

id with camtBcnts yon were fCCCRtly QUOlwi B3 nmrrratnfi. TfowcVftl 



citheSdward Byrne Menranal saw ,„-,,,^j.£™StaK Annual Report. In summary, Byrne- 

and are public infonnaaon ^ ^ ^ was^ fwaided to the Office of MaragemeM and 
.^?Sh»rB"«^tand,,,^,I®TA program 

proposal to draroaticnlly t^ce drag ™ dedsiono can he made whet) data from the field are 


■•,. II Si IMV iinucvs'-:i'Viw'.nai - 

•M ',..1 ■ .;'„..-:.'ckCran;,-o;?'ns ftrnTAro.ssc.u-l=io>..r.» " 
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A third issue outlined in the admimstralicm'a proposal involves the appropriate use of taxpayer 
resources. As .stated in the NationaJ Drug Control Strategy, ilHcit drugs are a national probJetn 
requiring a natiiwfii response, including coordinadon with stale and local inltiativos. Federal 
funds help constitute the lifeblood of many muJti-jurisdietsonal drug task forces, cegicnia] meth 
lab enftttcement teams, offender treatment programs and community prevention inidativea in 
hundreds of communities throughout our State. 

Under the PreBideni’sbudgct request, Iowa would Uwc approximately $14 million per year in 
federal drug and crime ngjiring ftmds (Byrne JAG, COPS^Meth, Juvemle Accountability Block 
Grant, Enforcing Underage Drinking Laws, and HIDTA) resulting in the elifnirwitipu of vital 
services toinmdeeds of thousancte of citlxens. 

Controlling illegal drugs is a priority in Iowa. I would hope this view Is shared, and acted upon, 
on a nadonal level in Washington D.C. 


As Congress consults your office on budget matters in the weel^ ahead, I respectfully request 
that you .fully share the real results of federal dmg/criim control programs in Iowa and other 
states, and the impact on citizen safety that would be itelt by the alinrinelion or reduction of those 
pfogramB. Thank you for your considu-ation. 


!'v;? C-oturot fitraicy-. ii/tcix d[rL5.iS i‘ ;>• 

4<x<id:iutaoii With rUutf «iuJ ic-ca- O', •i’:-. 

■ ol’.efdcr Lrc/itrccnt ptwgrar.-w. o»tci pit • 4; i 

oj iirujuitics '.'ur Stale, 

Ce: U.5. Attorney Geoeral Gonzalez 

, Representative Latham 


■ .'..A-I'f, 








D.C. 


t’Vv vw on :*ui2^ne' iwicis ir ihi? -.inoa*!! 

vi>\ ‘j;.;,. tr:ij {■';»•,; '•..‘•tutiti <; fedcjrrij cft-ag.' 4 rir.'.«J «;:.'.Miac!l {rropu'r - > »•. -v „. 41::- ; f, 
.4-. ,• ’.fi fion.iy thif '.vajk;o6> t'u( J*v iiie t Un':>4U.-'-.-*ii -i' j 

,u-. \y.. i yc-Jir i\>’. 
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Government of 

The VErgfn Islands of the United States 


VIRQm ISI.A1H05 FO£J)CE DEPARTMENT 
<»nCE <1^ THE CCtMMISStONER. 

ELTON LEWIS 
Peiee Commis^oner 

March 7. 2005 




MMHdlMaeSanfEB 

MMMtMnwtriKM 

9l.a^WJS,W,0B9a 


Hk Sononble Ctoles W. TumMl 
Govenot 

O^C« of the Governor 

31-22 Kongciui Gade 

ClutknB Amaliei St Thaoni V. 1. 00802 

Desr GamoarTUfobuJl: 


CttMAMtoOglWMi 
CWttkAnna* 
atlhasM, UAVU. MR 
pa^rtKin 


Cm Bar 
St48l)n.U,S.V|.<mM 

EmOlUifM 

titeHn.ua,VJ.<»SQ 

MirrMMi 




I anvv'jW' Proiclent Oeocge W, Bush's proposed Yi^ar 2006 

Budj^ 'odsicii tuefadffl sisotflceBt cuts in fhodins for law eaftg cemgit {VogEtins (Set 
^ atta^ted cveryiew), ^ Vin^ 

h: ^ ^ 

Since the rlrdgnafion 1>rug 

Area to. 199 ^ foe itile of £lltn% W oultirhlUioa doUu; 

v '&ig inffickliig orgBnbMxnia and thdr assodaied crxori&al eaiceiprisca Wbln Puofo 
Rko and the looted States Vlr^ TsbtndSu, ^Pnor to HIDTA mcuiingfUl drag 
enforoeiBOttefflOTtiwsahnostTMCH^ ^ Xifc^tiitfficadnstwsblgiaiagpdttafflck^ 
hod no fiar of tcadhlonal law qrfbrc e peat nexhods, beoauso the taritoiy Uiafi»d 
safflcientfoadfogetfid the loBg reach offoc federal au vpc nm cat to have an hnpat^ 

'■•% , 'J.U0.M, 


Thl^propoa^ Ftscal Y ear 200 6 Budget reduces fhdenl support iisr tibe High loteosfty 
tiar^'Trtffl^^g'Artn (BIDTA) Ptagnun's fb&diz^ ficus. ^7 nsllirm to 3100 cdnioil. 
Suflhei c b aM defttAe budget cut spdls foe possiblo etoffatJo n oftheEEffl Irttmafty Dn^ 
• Tfagiddfig -Aretf PnagA to* s eJtect i iteaeas in foe VixBfii Itluds, and jeopanUnes the 
aanuxQr o£ foe tenifixy. Unlike other federally fimded pragiains; the FR/VI HIX>TA 
Tssidtired l5^crvtfoM by its onsi Eseemfra Board Goo^Dsed dT 10 fodcnl in^^ 

10 looil nenibers. This tade fiim xepTesents a powBcfiil aa sori a ti oa of Fedjeral and local 
l a w< h !dbftgne^^'age6a«ia^ il^^ tUlored tdT^ seeds of our 

vv ^ • ii;'’ '.u.. •'.'Ti's : .w. ; v,;, ...!. 


euhouuine tnoklug scadoua a jsgniScaiit.redDClipii fo the Coast Guard's ptesoaoe 
le*^ 'foe'fokMfoiy'te attmfiee pf e^ iodal 
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The HIgh-Intenstty Drug Trafficking Area Program: An Overview 
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HiDTAAchlsvements: Current Information 
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Ci^ of Farmington Hills 


March 1 1, 2005 


Honorable Joseph KnoUenbcrg 
United States Congressman 
30833 Northwestern Highway Suite 100 
Farmington Michigan 48334 


Dear Congressman Knollenberg: 

1 am writing in anticipation of our meeting on March 12, 2005 to discuss the stahis of the 
High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) program. As I have discussed with your 
staff, the 2006 federal budget proposes n> reduce funding for the HIDTA {migram by 
nearly 60%, and to shift control of the program from the Office of National Dn^ Control 
Policy to the Department of Justice’s Org^ized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force 
(OCDETF). If adopted, this budget proposal will eviscerate the HIDTA program on a 
national level, and will almost certainly result in foe complete elimination of foe 
Michigan HIDTA. Elimination of the Michigan HIDTA, in turn, will have a devastating 
impact on the ability of law enforcement to investigate and prosecute drug traffickers and 
other violent criminals throughout the state, and particularly in our area. 

Since its inception in 1997, the Michigan HIDTA has played an essential and previously 
uniuljfilled role m the coordination, planning, and funding of federal, state and local aati> 
drug trafficking efforts. The Michigan HIDTA has been an overwhelmmg success: The 
Michigan HTTDA has greatly enhanced our ^lity to identilfy and attack drug trafficking 
organizations; never before has law enforcoment in our region had such a unified and 
focused approach to our anti'drug efforts. Moreover, the benefits the Michigan HIDTA 
provides to otir area are not limited to drug enforcement Through its Intelligence Center 
and emphasis on collaborative enforcement, the Michigan HCDTA has greatly enhanced 
information sharing and effectiveness in all areas of law enforcement, including violent 
crime and, most importantly, anti«teirorism. In fact, with foe continued absence of a 
federally funded regional anti'terrorism intelligence center, foe HIDTA Intelligence 
Siq»port Center serves as a primary repository for anti-teirorism intelligence and analysis 
for state and local agencies. 

Beyond foe crushing Impact of the reduction in the HIDTA budget, the proposed removal 
of the HIDTA program from foe ONDCP will fiirther reduce foe effectiveness and impact 
of the program. The HIDTA program was ^>ecif1cally designed not to be another federal 
agency, but rather to be a unique and flesdblc program that provides shared authority 
among federal, state and local agencies to address the specific problems in foe region m a 


Administration • 31655 West Eleven Mile ftoad • Farmirtgton HfllsMI 49336 • 248,871. 27CD Phone • 248.871,2701 Fax 
Investigations • 24B.S71.2770 Ptwne Operations ■ 248.871.2620 Phene 24-Hoyr Command Desk • 248.871.2610 Phono 
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neutral forum. If the proposed transfer of HIDTA to DOJ occurs, the program will 
mevitably loose the unique balance it achieves between local and federal agencies. 

Fmally, the proposed 2006 budget docs not limit its assault on local law enforcement to 
the cuts in the paogram. The 2006 Budget also includes the complete elimination 

of Justice i^sistonce Grants (JAG grants/frarmerly Byrne grants), and the elimination of 
giants Community Oriented Policing Program grants (COPS). As you are awam JAG 
and COPS grants provide essential support to local law enforcement particularly to our 
anti-drug programs. When combined with the cuts to the HIDTA program the 
elimination of JAG and COPS grants wiD devastate the ability of law enforcement in 
Michigan to effectively combat drug trafSeking and related crimes. 

While local law enforcement is sympathetic to the need to restrict federal spending and 
limit the growng federal deticit, foe \%^oIesa]e abandonment of local law enforcement in 
the proposed 2006 Budget make clear that foe President’s advisors lack an informed 
understanding of foe nature of domestic drug enforcement and its inextricable link to 
anti-terrorism and other law enforcement efo>rts on a local level. Most particulMiy, the 
President has been ill-advised on foe benefits of the HIDTA program, and the enormous 
ne^tive impact the proposed reduction in ti« HIDTA program will have in Michigan 
and other areas. 

Consequently, on behalf of Michigan law enforcement I request the assistance and 
siqjport of you, the Michigan Congressional delegation and jmur colleagues in Congress, 
in our e:^rts to prevent the disastrous consequences that bfiebigan law enforcement will 
suffer if Congress approves the proposed 2006 budget. 
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Thomas J.ViLSACK 
GOVERNOR 


Sally J. Pederson 
lt. governor 


STAT E OF IOWA 

OFFICE OF DRUG CONTROL POLICY 
Marvin L. Van Haaften, Director 


March 4, 2005 


The Honorable Tom Harkin 
United States Senate 
731 Hart Senate Office Building 
Wa-shington, D.C. 20510 

Tbc Honorable Orarles E. Grassley 
United States Senate 
135 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washinston, D.C. 20510 

The Honorable Leonard Boswell 
United States House of Representatives 
1427 Lonizworth House Office Bldg, 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

The Honorable Jim Loach 
United States House ofReprepentatives 
2 use Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Gcntlomen: 


The Honorable Tom Latham 
United States House of Representatives 
4427 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington. D,C. 20515 

The Honorable Jim Nussle 
United States House of Representatives 
303 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

The Honorable Sieve King 
United States House of Representatives 
1432 Loirgworth House Office Building 
Wa.shington, D.C. 20515 


Your help is urgently needed to ensure Aat core criminal and juvenile justice programs continue making a 
positive dilTercncc in [owa, We understand Congress may adopt budget resolutions very soon, setting the 
ceiling on discretionary spending that will drive funding levels available through the appropriation.^ 
process, Please consider the following information before making decisions that could adversely affect, 
public safety In Iowa. 

The President’s budget proposes reducingjustice assistance by more than $1,3 billion in comparison to 
FY05. or 44 percent. Tliis cut would come on top of more than SI billion in justice flmding reductions in 
Fiscal Years 2003 through 2005. 

What does this mean to Iowa? Under the administration’s propcwal, Iowa stands to lose nearly $11 
mlIXon in annual justice program funding to fight drugs— like methamphetamine (moth) — and other 
crime. This fiinding is the lifeblood of many drug task forces, moth lab enforcement teams, offender 
treatment programs and community prevention initiatives in hundreds of commLinitic.«i tliroughout our 
Slate, Here are Just a few examples of how these mioui-ces have impacted the safety and well being of 
lowans; 


Lucas State Office Bld,, Flocr 

321 £a.st 12'^ Street • Des Moines, Iowa 50319 « 51S-242-e391 • Fax 515-242-6390 
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• Multi-jurisdictional drug enforcement task forces in safely confiscated 268 pounds of 
mcthamphetaniinc/amphetaminc last year and responded to 1,242 potentially hazardous mcili lab 
incidents. 

• Special meth lab enforcement teams jo two 18-couMy areas of East Central and South Central 
Iowa assisted in seizing more than 63 percent of Iowa's nearly 1,500 mctli labs in 2004, 

• Of tlie 198 juvenile offenders participating in the Cenx> Gordo ALERT Program. 77 percent 
successfully reduced or eliminated <^g use. 

• Among high-risk inmates at the Iowa Correctional Institution for Women in Mitchellvillc, only 
nine percent, of Therapeutic Community treatment gradua tes re-offendcd, 

• Tlie Waterloo Residential Facility’s Dual Diagnosis Offender Program received the American 
Corrections Assoclaiion 2004 ‘'Exemplary Offender Program Award.” 

• Buena Viata/Crawford/Sac Counties’ School Liaison Project documented .t 48 percent reduction 
in disciplinary actions, a 19 percent reduction in truancy, and a 25 percent improvement in grades 
for youth served. 

• Black Hawlc County’s Safe Schools Suspension Program led to over 800 fewer behavior referrals 
in the school during a onc>ycar period. 

• Dea Moincs/Henry/Louisa Counties’ .luvcnile Diversion Project participanta have had no 
additional truancies or rcfeixals to Juvenile court since .stalling a program recogni/cd nationally 
by the Boy ScouK of Ameiica and locally by the Iowa Association of Counties. 

Previous year's funding cuts have already resulted in loss of service. Even a small fending reduction in 
FY06, coining on top of an approximate 22 percent cut in FY05, will ferthcr reduce Iowa'.? dnig/crinic 
control efforts. The large FY 06 reduction proposed by the President would eliminate many of Iowa’s 
jiwtlcc programs, and the vital services they provide to hundreds of thousands o f lowans. 

Many federal programs work together to provide lowans access to crime fighting and drug prevention and 
treatment resources. Wc particularly want to bring to your attention five programs thol are vital to Iowa's 
efforts, and for whiclt Iowa funding would be eliminated under the President’s budget request. First is the 
JAG/Bvrne/LLEBG program, which was fended at $725 raillion in FYQ4. $634 miUion in FY05. and Is 
proposed for elimination in FY06, Second is the COPS Metharophefamine Enforcement a n, d Cleanups 
progranv which was fended at S54. 1 million in Fy04, S52,6 million in PY05. and Is in the President’s 
request at only $20 million for FY06. Third is the JuvenUe Accounrabilitv Block Qninijs program, which 
was funded at $190 million in FY03, $60 million in FY04, $55 nullion in FY05. and Is proposed for 
elimination in FY06, Fourth is the E nforcing Underage Drinking Laws program, which was fended at 
$25 million in FY04 and FY 05. and would be eliminated in die adminwtration’s FY06 proposal. Finally, 
the State_CriJ!i}pal Alien A a, sistagcg Program was funded at $300 million in FY04. $305 million in FY05. 
and ia zeroed out in foe FY06 requc.sL 

In Fy05, Iowa is receiving approximately $10.9 mUlionftom die five justice programs mentioned above. 
This figure docs not include St. 9 miUion from the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area. (HIDTA) 
program or $3.4 million from foe Safe and Drug Free Schools and Commimities program. Under foe 
President's budget request, Iowa would also see these program fends cl iminated, further compounding the 
resource pinch when it conics to drug and crime control efforts. 
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The scourge of tneth exacerbates the need fartticscprecioiK resources, fowa Ims tire nation's foortli 
highest rate of moth use and second highest number of volatile clandestine meth labs, according to the 
U.S. Depanment of Health and Human Services and the U.S, Drag Enforcement Administration, 
respectively. Also, the Iowa Department of Human Services reports the number of times Iowa children 
tested positive for any illegal drug last year rose to an all-time Itigh of more than 1,700. and in two-thirds 
of those cases the child was under the age of six. 

The National Synthetic Drags Action Plan announced by the White House la,9t October says raeth and 
other manufactured drugs pose a ’'aignificant threat to the nation.” We can’t agree more, and go believe 
•Strongly that federal resources are required to address this and other drug/crime issues that demand local- 
■ftatc-federal cooperation. 

It is our understanding that recommendations ftom OMB, ba.scd on program performance measures, 
weighed heavily into the President's budget proposal. Unfortunately for the President and everyone who 
benefits from justice funding, ofTicials in the U.S. Department of JusHco have told us they failed to submit 
performance measurc-s for some of these crucial pro^^ms. Wc do not believe it is fair to hold Iowa 
accountable for the maciion of others. We can document the positive impact of these resources in Iowa, 
and will happily provide that information to you upon request. 

Wc understand that difficult decisions must be made on the best expendilnrc of public funds at the federal 
level. Wc simply ask that Congress ensure diat justice programs receive a fair share of the total amount 
available for budget purposes in FFY 2006, to help us address priority needs in Iowa. 

We respectfully request your assistance on this important matter. Thank you for your timely 
consideration, and for your support ofcrirainal and juvenile justice programs in Iowa. 

Sincerely, 

Giuy D/Maynara, Director 
Iowa Depnrtmom of Corrections 
- 

Mary M. Hansen, Director 
Iowa Department of Public Health 

Richard G. Moore, Admini,?trator 
Iowa Division of Criminal and 
Juvenile Justice Planning 


Tom Miller, Attorney General of Iowa 

Marvin L. Van Haaften, Director 
Governor's Office of Drag Control Policy 

Kevin W. Tcchau, Cornmissioncr 
Iowa Department of Public Safety 



Kon Carter, Director 

Iowa Division of Narcotics Enforceirent 

Iowa Department of Public Safety 



626 



Everett 

All American City 
2002 


March 3, 2005 


_ P. 038^040 

Everett 


Congressman Mark Souder 
31^ District of Indiana 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2231 Rayburn House OWce Building 
Washington, D.C, 20515 

Re: JAG Reductions 

Dear Congressman Souder 


As current President of the Washington State Sheriffs and Chiefs Association, I would like 
to thank you for your comments and approach you took with John Watters In regards to 
President Bush's budget cuts In the area of dnjg enforcement. As is the case with other 
law enforcement administrators in this country I am frustrated and dismayed by the 
approach that President Bush Is taking In reducing funding for local government in drug 
enforcement. The President's approach tells me that he Is willing to accept an increase in 
criminality throughout the United States. The vast majority of what we do in response to 
reports of crime Is a direct result of the sale and consumption of illegal drugs, The crime 
category really does not matter. AJi crimes are impacted by drug consumption. 


Our HlDTA (High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area) Program in Washington State is not 
perfect. We have some task forces that need to do a better job, but there are examples of 
outstanding task forces, one of which Is liere In Snohomish County. It is an example of 
cooperation of local agencies that understand the benefit of working together 1 will 
provide an iriserl of the organizational make up for your analysis. Quite simply, without the 
present level of funding most task forces are at risk and will probably dlsbarid 

Local revenues are tight and simply cannot provide for the necessary funding to 
continue operation. The President seems to think that attacking the drug Issue 
internationally will solve the problem, I do not know who is advising him but that 
premise Is full of holes and just does not hold up to realistic scrutiny. 

At best, the efforts by our federal brethren really leave a lot to be desired What of 
us would like to see Is a strategic plan developed over a five year period of time to 
include what part all facets of law enforcement play in our effoS to reduire Sand 

nded long term, then we might make some headway on this societal problem. 


CITY OF EVERETT • 3002 Wotmorc Avc. • Everett. WA 98201 


• (425) 257.8400 • Fax (425) 257-6500 
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Congressman Souder 
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two 


Congressman, most if not ali law enforcement administrators really that there needs to 
be an approach v^lch includes education, treatment, law enforcement and successful 
programs such as dmg courts. So why doni we sit down and strategize this once and for 
all. Otherwise, the frustration just continues. 

Finally, slnc» the destruction of the twin towers, most local law enforcement has stepped 
up and provided officers for Intelligence gatheiir^ for our efforts in terrorism. We have not 
received any financial assistance. We understand the importance and are willing to help. 
We do love our country and we will continue to assist the federal government regardless 
of tight funding. However Homeland Security begins at home, not in some distant foreign 
country. There needs to be a Joint effort and we can do both. 

Now though to be told that our drug enforcement efforts are not valued and therefore not 
worthy of federal assistance is a "slap In the fece”l I will put my enforcement officers and 
their efforts up against any DEA employee and not shy away from the results. 

Finally. I again thank you for your comments. You are correct and we do appreciate 
your knowledge and candor. 


JAMES I. SCHARF. Chief of Police 
President WASPC 

(Washington Association of Sheriffs and PoHce Chiefs 
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CENTRAL RORIDA HIDTA 

Tampa Coleitdrian/Seath Amertean Dmg 'H'affkHbig Oi^aninclons fiiitilatlve 


February 23, 2005 


Mr. Teny Fernandez 
Director 

Centra] Florida HIDTA 
1345 28“* Street 
Sanford, Florida 32773 

Dear Mr. Fernandez: 


I am in receipt of Memorandum 05-014 from Dq)uty Director Clark. It is a great surprise 
and an utter disappoijitajont to leam the Office of National Drug Control Policy would 
even consider, much less insinuate that Ae most important drug enforcement program in 
West Central Florida could be abolished. 


At the inception of the HIDTA program, the Oty of Tampa committed numerous 
resources and has staffed a local led initiative that targets Colombian/South American 
Drug Trafficking Organizations. As such, we idoitificd C/SADTO’s as our number one 
tlireat and prioritized our operations accordingly. 

Since 1998, the Tampa C/SADTO Initiative has enjoyed unprecedented success in 
reducing drug availability in Tampa, dismantling over twenty (20) local, national, and 
intwnational heroin and cocaine traflickmg organizations. The means by which ttese 
cases wore a success is based primarily upon agencies working togetlier and poo mg 

resomces in conjunction with htota. 
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Northern California 

High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area 

Ronald E. Brooks 

Director 


Chairman Mark Souder 
via Nick Coieman 

United States House of Representatives 
Committee on Government Reform 

Subcommittee on Criminai Justice, Drug Poiicy, Human Resources 
Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington D.C. 20515 


Dear Chairman Souder: 

I want to thank you for your leadership in reviewing the FY 2006 counterdrug budget 
and for studying whether the National HIDTA Program should be moved from ONDCP 
to OCDETF. I have prepared answers to your questions which I hope will aid you in 
making the difficult decisions that face you each day as you work to guide America's 
drug policy. Mostly, I want to thank you for holding hearings on this issue and for taking 
the time to ask and listen to the HIDTA Directors and other law enforcement executives 
as you study this issue. 

Please feel free to contact me should you require additional information. 

Sincerely, 


Ronald E. Brooks 
Director 


450 Golden Gate Avenue, 14th Floor, Suite 5458, San Francisco, Caiifornia 94102 
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 36102, San Francisco, Caiifornia 94102-3400 

Telephone (415) 436-8027 • Fax (415) 436-7484 
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Response to Questions from the Honorable Mark Souder, Chairman 
House Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, Human Resources 
From 

Ronald E. Brooks, Director 
Northern California HIDTA 

1) Although each High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) receives a certain amount 
of money from the federal government to help fund its activities, state and local agencies 
participating in the HIDTA have also agreed to dedicate their own resources to HIDTA 
task forces and initiatives - in the form of personnel, equipment, office space, etc. Some of 
those contributions are reimbursed by federal funds, but not all. 

a. What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed state and local 
contributions to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA? 

The approximate value of all unreimbursed state and local contributions to 
initiatives in the Northern California HIDTA (NC HIDTA) is $35,317,540.50. 
This does not include equipment, investigative funds, travel, vehicles and 
facilities that are contributed by state and local agencies in support of the 
HIDTA mission. Adding those costs would bring the local unreimbursed 
contribution to more than $40 million. 


state and Local Contributions to the HIDTA Mission 


Local FTE 

Contribution 

State FTE 

Contribution 

Total Contribution 

Personnel 115 

$25,078,787.75 

66 

$10,238,752.76 

$ 35,317,540.50 




Total 

$ 35.317.540.50 


Return of Investment of $2,650,000 


Assumptions: 


There are no local "Supervisors" assigned as Task Force Agents 


10% of the BNE personnel assigned to Task Force Operations are Supervisors 


Although this is a conservative estimate, the BNE rate ($72,304) established as overhead is 
applicable to all agents and captures all costs and is included as a factor in the hourly rate. 


Local agents are assumed to receive an adjusted 5.0% POST incentive pay. (All agents are 
assumed to receive intermediate certificate premium pay (3.5%) and a fewer number the 
advanced premium pay (7%)) 


Not Included in this estimate: 


Building Leases 
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B 

Contributions from local agencies to fund task force operations 

C 

Forensic Laboratory Costs 

D 

Booking fees and other correctional costs 

E 

Increased costs of prosecutions undertaken by district attorney for non-federal cases referred 
by HIDTA funded task forces 


b. What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed contributions of 
federal law enforcement agencies to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA? 

The dollar value of unreimbursed federal law enforcement contributions 
to HIDTA initiatives is $17,615,692. This is a very conservative figure and does 
not account for facilities, equipment, investigative funds and travel that is 
contributed by participating federal agencies in support of the HIDTA mission. 


GS 14 


GS 

12 

Total 

Sunervisors 

Contribution 

Agents 

Contrrbution 

Contribution 

Personnel | 8 

$1,930,516 

65 

1 $15,685,446 
Total 

$17,615,962 

$17,615,962 


Assumptions: 


^ All Agents Salaries are factored as GS 12, Step 10 with San Francisco locality premium 

2 

All Supervisors salaries are factored as GS 14, Step 10 with San Francisco locality premium 

3 

Although this is believed to be a conservative estimate, the BNE rate ($72,304) established as 
overhead is applicable to ail agents and captures all costs and is included as a factor in the 
hourly rate. 

4 

Benefits are factored as 35% of base pay 

Not included in this estimate: 

A 

Not included as overhead are training, travel, facilities and other costs associated with being a 
member of the federal service 


The contribution of participating local agencies to the NC HIDTA program is extremely 
significant especially in light of the current government budget crisis in California. State 
and local law enforcement agencies participating in federal, state and local collocated 
HIDTA task forces (initiatives) have each made a significant commitment to working in 
support of the National Drug Control Strategy and the Regional HIDTA strategy by 
allocating scarce funds and personnel that they really cannot afford to commit, for the 
good of the mission. 

Although HIDTA funds do not pay for personnel or come close to reimbursing for 
facility or other costs, HIDTA funds are the glue that holds these task forces (initiatives) 
together. HIDTA is a force-multiplier that leverages a relatively small commitment of 
federal funds into a robust regional drug enforcement program. The importance of the 
partnership between federal, state and local law enforcement executives, including the 
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benefit of intelligence led initiatives that the HIDTA model brings to their regions cannot 
be overemphasized. 

2. Do you believe that, if your HIDTA’s federal program funds were reduced or 
eliminated, that the state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA would 
continue to make all those unreimbursed contributions, or would they be likely to put 
those resources elsewhere? 

Based on discussions with local law enforcement executives, if the NC HIDTA Program 
is eliminated, it is believed that local law enforcement resources would be reassigned 
from counterdrug activities to general law enforcement and the state (California DOJ- 
BNE) contribution to drug enforcement would be dramatically reduced. This reduction 
in resources would create a drastic decrease in available resources to address drug 
manufacturing and sales. These cuts would certainly reduce the number of major cases 
developed by local law enforcement and referred to DEA. Many of those locally 
developed and referred cases that are worked jointly with DEA, FBI, ICE and IRS 
become significant national and international investigations that focus on CPOT and 
RPOT targets. 

With the inception of the HIDTA program and the Edward Byrne Justice Assistance 
Grants, California radically changed its organizational approach to counterdrug activities. 
Prior to the inception of the HIDTA, only the largest cities in the region funded stand 
alone oounterdrug units. State DOJ resources were obligated to provide coverage for the 
vast number of jurisdictions that were not serviced by the relatively few metropolitan 
police agencies. These programs operated in separate stovepipes without the benefit of 
information sharing or operational cooperation. 

Prior to HIDTA, there was no method or procedure for tactical or case deconfliction. If 
HIDTA is eliminated, deconfliction, intelligence support and the HIDTA technical 
equipment lending service will cease to exist. With leadership and guidance provided by 
the HIDTA, state and federal agencies agreed to provide leadership to local task forces 
(HIDTA initiatives) composed of collocated local, state and federal officers. The 
formation of these task forces enabled individual county and city law enforcement 
agencies to contribute an officer(s) to organized counterdrug activities working with a 
common set of policies and a regional strategy to address the drug threat as identified in 
the HIDTA mandated annual threat assessment process. 

The HIDTA program, with its unique blend of balanced local and federal governance, 
enables local officials to operate as partners in the program and to feel confident that their 
concerns and issues will be addressed. This partnership brought many federal, state and 
local law enforcement leaders to the table not only to discuss HIDTA issues but other 
regional problems and cooperative enforcement strategies. The balanced partnership 
made HIDTA an honest broker and a popular program for state and local agencies to 
commit their scarce resources to. 

With the diminishment or elimination of HIDTA funding, the task force concept will be 
destroyed. Local agencies will again “have to go at it alone” with a loss of the ability to 
assign their officers to task forces supervised by experienced, and professional narcotic 
enforcement managers. Officers will be retuned to general police duties. Suburban and 
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rural communities will be unprotected from the scourge of drug trafficking. This return 
to fewer, single agency narcotic units would be particularly dangerous because in the 
period since the implementation of HIDTA and Byrne, the drug threat has dramatically 
increased. Mexican Drug Trafficking Organizations now plague the United States, 
especially along the Southwest Border. There has also been an explosion of 
methamphetamine labs, club drugs such as MDMA, more domestically grown high 
potency marijuana and the emerging trend of rogue Internet pharmacies selling 
everything from OxyContin to Vicodin, 

2) State and local agencies that currently participate in the HIDTA program have to decide 
for themselves how many officers and how much equipment, office space or other 
resources to dedicate to HIDTA task forces or initiatives. They have to go through the 
same long-term budget planning that the federal government does to reach these decisions. 
If each individual HIDTA ’s federal budget were to fluctuate significantly each year, do 
you believe that that would make it more difficult for state and local agencies to commit 
their resources to HIDTA over the long term? 

Any fluctuation in the regional HIDTA budget would adversely affect the ability of local 
agencies to commit to the HIDTA program and to the resulting cooperative regional 
counterdrug strategy. The NC HIDTA region is home to over 100 separate police 
jurisdictions. The majority of these agencies are small jurisdictions with few resources 
beyond a uniformed patrol presence. A police chief or sheriff, petitioning his/her 
governing body (city council or board of supervisors) to fund a new officer position for 
assignment to a task force, must be able to provide assurance that the HIDTA program 
will continue to be funded. The governance body must receive assurances that when it 
funds a position, the task force where the newly created position will be assigned to will 
continue to operate. Without this assurance, city councils will be reluctant to fund a 
position because they do not want to lay an officer off in the event of a reduction or 
elimination of HIDTA funding. 

The California DOI as well as larger municipal and county jurisdictions in the region 
have modified their entire counterdrug strategy to embrace the HIDTA as well as the 
National Drug Control Strategy. They have made these long term fund reallocation 
commitments with the assumption that the HIDTA program will continue to provide the 
leadership, intelligence support and funding which will encourage and enable the smaller 
jurisdictions to assign officers to the regional counterdrug task forces. These agencies 
will be unwilling to continue their dedication to the regional effort if the HIDTA funding 
level becomes unpredictable. 

All jurisdictions, and especially the state and larger county or municipal agencies that 
provide facilities to house HIDTA sponsored collocated and commingled Federal, state 
and local initiatives would be reluctant to execute leases that extend over more than one 
year, install data lines or remodel facilities without assurances that the HIDTA program 
will continue to provide a known level of financial support. Without the assurance of 
consistent funding, the participating state and local agencies could not realistically 
continue their involvement. 
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The NC HIDTA Program relies on a local law enforcement agency as our fiduciary to 
manage the HIDTA grant funds and to serve as our purchasing agent. It would be 
unreasonable to ask that agency, which routinely advances funds for the payment of 
HIDTA expenses and which signs facility and vehicle leases for our program, to operate 
without a relatively constant and dependable budget. If it were not for the commitment 
of our fiduciary, the San Mateo County Sheriffs Office, the Northern California HIDTA 
would not exist. 


SJ The Administration has argued that the HIDTA program now gives too little discretion to 
the federal government to redirect HIDTA resources to respond to the changing drug 
threat. They have stated that locking each HlDTA’s budget every year means that the 
HIDTA cannot adapt when drug traffickers adapt. Should the Office of National Drug 
Control Policy (ONDCP) have at least some discretion to reallocate the HIDTA budget? If 
so, what do you believe is the right amount of discretion, and how could that discretion 
best be used without unduly disrupting HIDTA ’s operations? 

The HIDTA program provides the ability for the federal government to provide 
leadership in the redirection of resources to address any emerging threat on two levels. 

The HIDTA program creates the structure for the establishment of multi-jurisdictional 
task forces composed of state, local and federal officers. There is a federal presence in 
each of the task forces. Most often, the federal presence is either the task force 
commander or a senior special agent who performs a leadership role. From within the 
task force the federal officers, who report through their agency’s chain-of-command, 
provide day-to-day direction in the selection of enforcement targets within the guidance 
provided by the Executive Board based on the threat assessment. 

The HIDTA Executive Board is composed of an equal number of federal and local (e.g. 
state, county and city) officials. The federal representatives, because of their expertise in 
counterdrug operations, provide guidance to the other Board members who represent for 
the most part general law enforcement agencies. These federal officials are the most 
knowledgeable counterdrug authorities in the United States and by virtue of their 
positions are most aware of the changing national and international drug threat. 

The HIDTA Director, with information provided by the Investigative Support Center 
(ISC), continually advises the HIDTA Executive Board of any changes in the regional 
drug threat. Because of their ability to reallocate funds and HIDTA task force resources, 
the Executive Board is able to quickly respond to any local, regional or national threat. 

Although there is a national drug threat, drug trends and specific threats tend to be 
regional. The response to the threat is prosecuted on the regional level. The HIDTA 
Executive Board is most logically positioned to identify emerging threats and fashion a 
response. The HIDTA task forces, with national connectivity and information sharing 
capabilities, are ideally organized to implement a successful strategy to address emerging 
threats. 

One of the lessons learned from the national tragedy of 9/1 1 , is the importance of having 
an established infrastructure to address new threats. To address the threat posed by 
drugs, regional task forces must be established and maintained. The only way that this 
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structure can be maintained is through congressional assurance that a baseline of funding 
will be provided to each HIDTA to maintain the necessary regional task forces. 

Since September 11, 2001, the focus of federal assistance to state and local public safety 
agencies has shifted to protecting the homeland from terrorist activities and equipping 
first responders. This is appropriately the top priority right now. However, the shift has 
now come at the expense of traditional law enforcement missions, such as drug 
enforcement, which not only impact communities on a daily basis, but are directly tied to 
the Global War on Terror. In shifting resources to homeland security, we must not lose 
our focus on drug enforcement and prevention. In fact, protecting our homeland MUST 
mean protecting citizens from drug traffickers and violent drug gangs. 

ONDCP’s Bureau of State and Local Affairs should be provided with the flexibility to 
provide supplemental funding to HIDTA for the purpose of development of new 
programs or to meet the need to address an emerging national threat. 

Supplemental funding decisions in the past have been unilateral decisions by ONDCP 
with little or no consultation with the National HIDTA Directors or HIDTA Executive 
Boards. The HIDTA Directors, because of their inherent knowledge of the subject, and 
their involvement with the senior law enforcement officials nationwide, should play a 
pivotal role in efficient allocation of additional resources. 

On a program level, the Director of ONDCP has the obligation and authority to establish 
national HIDTA Program policy; the Director’s Office, with assistance from the National 
HIDTA Program staff, reviews and authorizes each HIDTA region’s annual budget. If 
the Director wishes to revise the HIDTA Program’s mission, impose additional 
requirements for HIDTA designation, alter the budget process to take national priorities 
into account, or encourage HIDTA regions to adopt particular strategies, the Director has 
ample authority to do so, subject only to the approval of the Administration and 
Congress. This statutory authority provides the Director with the authority necessary to 
oversee and manage the HIDTA program. 

4) “The Administration has proposed transferring the HIDTA program from the 
management of ONDCP to the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force 
(OCDETF) at the U.S. Department of Justice.” 

a) Do you support this proposal? If not, why not? 

I do not support this change for the following reasons: 

• The HIDTA and OCDETF programs are both important and necessary components of 
the National Drug Control Strategy. OCDETF’s strategy is reactive and case specific, 
funding cases only after they have been extensively investigated. The HIDTA 
program, on the other hand, encourages the creation of the infrastructure of federal, 
state and local collocated, intelligence lead task forces to address specific threats. 
Many OCDETF cases are the products of investigations initiated by HIDTA task 
forces. The elimination of the HIDTA program will significantly impact the ability of 
OCDETF to achieve its mission inasmuch as the number of task forces developing 
actionable intelligence and initiating investigations will be significantly reduced. 
There will be far fewer local and state officers available to staff OCDETF cases. The 
elimination of the HIDTA program almost assuredly will reduce the number of 



636 


Northern California HIDTA 
7 

OCDETF investigations, while also destroying the connectivity between agencies that 
has proven so successful. Based on a review of the OCDETF investigations initiated 
in the NC FlIDTA region, the vast majority were initiated by NC FflDTA sponsored 
or supported task forces. The question must be asked, where will the OCDETF cases 
come from if HIDTA is reduced or eliminated? 

• While under the direction of ONDCP’s Bureau of State and Local Affairs, the 
HIDTA program has successfully coordinated the resources of thousands of law 
enforcement agencies nationwide. OCDETF is not organized to replicate this 
coordination. 

• Under the auspices of ONDCP, HIDTA can remain an honest broker not subject to 
the indictment that one agency is favored over another. 

• The HIDTA program enables the federal government through ONDCP’s Bureau of 
State and Local Affairs to take leadership in promoting cooperation and coordination 
among all levels of criminal justice agencies. 

• OCDETF is a federal program to coordinate the activities of federal criminal justice 
agencies while the HIDTA program is an equal partnership of federal, state and local 
agencies brought together to address the regional and national drug threat. 

b) “■Do you believe the state and local agencies you work with would prefer to work with 
the OCDETF program than with HIDTA as it currently exists?” 

No. Local and State law enforcement leadership is not a party to any of the decisions 
made by and for the OCDETF program. The only decision for a chief or sheriff is to 
decide on a case-by-case basis if he/she thinks that it would be beneficial to assign an 
officer(s) to an OCDETF case for its duration. Under the HIDTA program, local law 
enforcement is a full and equal partner with their federal counterparts. 

1 have not spoken to a single federal, state or local law enforcement leader in the NC 
HIDTA’s region who supports moving the HIDTA program to the Department of 
Justice. OCDETF program . 

c) What are the primary differences, in your opinion, bettveen the OCDETF program and 
the current HIDTA program? 

• OCDETF “task forces” are not task forces as defined by the HIDTA 
program. The nine national OCDETF “task forces” are actually working groups 
composed of representatives of the federal law enforcement agencies. By 
comparison, HIDTA task forces are operational units of collocated enforcement 
personnel composed of state, federal and local officers. The focus of OCDETF 
“task forces” are case specific; once a case is adjudicated, the investigations unit 
is dismantled with agents and officers returning to their agency. Agents working 
in a HIDTA task force continue to operate, building new cases based on the 
information developed while preserving unit cohesiveness and institutional 
knowledge. Also, the vast majority of the funds budgeted for the OCDETF 
Program are used to pay federal FTE’s who spend the majority of their time 
working on parent agency assignments rather than on true task force cases. 
Personnel assigned to NC HIDTA initiatives work full time on HIDTA led 
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investigations even though they are not paid with HEDTA funds. Clearly, the 
money allocated to HIDTA by Congress does much more to support drug 
enforcement in America’s cities and towns. 

Federal agencies that compose the OCDETF task forces, staff OCDETF 
investigations with counterdrug positions funded by Congress. Because OCDETF 
is case specific, the assignment of local officers/agents to an OCDETF project is 
by its nature short-term. Local agencies cannot justify to their boards and 
councils the creation of new positions to assign to OCDETF, unlike their federal 
counterparts; these positions are temporary in nature. Conversely, the HIDTA 
program provides stability enabling agencies which are too small to create an in- 
house narcotics unit, to create a counterdrug position and assign it to the HIDTA 
task force. 

o The HIDTA program is a force multiplier. For a relative small investment 
of federal funds, local and state law enforcement agencies are willing to 
commit their own resources to assist in the prosecution of the national 
counterdrug strategy. 

Intelligence and Support Activities: The OCDETF program does not have an 
intelligence or case support component. OCDETF investigations are not 
“intelligence driven,” nor do they provide support to any cases or investigations 
that have not been “OCDETF” designated. The sole purpose of OCDETF is to 
provide support through funding, primarily to federal agencies, and prosecution. 

HIDTA intelligence centers: 

o HIDTA provides case support to a majority of narcotics units within the 
region, enhancing officer safety and efficiency by ensuring that subjects 
and operational events are deconfllcted. 

o HIDTA task forces are connected through the HIDTA Investigative 
Support Centers (ISC) to the national law enforcement cyber pipelines to 
ensure connectivity between and among agencies. 

o HIDTA ISCs, under the direction of the Director with guidance from an 
Executive Board Committee, creates a regional threat assessment. Local 
officials, and federal law enforcement leadership, have confidence that 
these locally produced reports truly reflect the drug threat confronting the 
region. This level of confidence enables local leadership to rely on the 
threat assessment when making staffing and funding decisions. 

o By ONDCP regulations, all HIDTA ISCs are co-managed by a federal and 
local agency; the ISC staffing is a combination of local, state and federal 
analysts supervised by a professional federal intelligence group 
supervisor. This scheme ensures that all (e.g. state, local and federal) 
intelligence systems are available, and that information developed on one 
level of government is shared among all. The benefit of this arrangement 
is to ensure that as information is developed affecting other areas of the 
country, this information is passed on in an organized manner to the 
appropriate agencies. HIDTA ISCs are all connected by the RISS secure 
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but unclassified (SBU) system allowing the secure sharing of intelligence, 
leads and case tasking. 

o The ISCs enable intelligence led investigations. As the central data 
collection point for the entire region, the ISC is first to discover new 
emerging threats and has the means, within the HIDTA system, to report 
the emerging threat to the Executive Board for an appropriate response. 
OCDETF does not have the capacity to perform this vital function. 


• Funding: The congressional OCDETF allocation of $550 million, primarily funds 
4,000 federal personnel outside their agencies budget. If Congress accepts the 
President’s proposal, and assuming that OCDETF applies the same strategy to 
$100 million transferred from the HIDTA program, the OCDETF effort will be 
enhanced by the employment of 727 additional federal employees. 

o The HIDTA program has implemented a strategy which utilizes 227 
million dollars of federal monies to encourage all levels of government to 
work together to execute the national counterdrug strategy. The HIDTA 
program nationwide has marshaled the resources of hundreds of state, 
federal and local agencies that has resulted in the creation of; 


■ 335 operational task forces (65% did not exist prior to the 
inception of HIDTA and there is reason to believe they will be 
disbanded absent the guidance provided bv the HIDTA Executive 
Boards and the relatively small amount of federal fundine l 

■ The establishment of 53 ISCs, supporting federal, state and local 
cases. All of these centers were established by the HIDTA 
program and probably will be terminated under the OCDETF 
program. 

■ A program that provides direct support to 4,428 federal employees 
and 8,459 state and local officers of which 1,996 are directly 
funded by the HIDTA program. 


• Structure: The OCDETF program is a federal program coordinating the 
activities of federal law enforcement agencies. There are no provisions for input 
by executive level state or local officials. Typically, the highest ranking local 
officer involved in an OCDETF investigation is a lieutenant, and generally an 
officer or sergeant. The incorporation of state and local leadership on the HIDTA 
Executive Board creates an opportunity for “buy-in” as full participants in 
creation of strategies to address the regions drug threat. The Executive Board 
directs the Threat Assessment study; acceptance of the Threat Assessments by 
Executive Board demonstrates that these leaders accept their responsibility to 
marshal available resources to deal with the threat. OCDETF investigations, by 
comparisons, do not address a regional threat, but merely the threat posed by one 
single drug trafficking organization. 

o Local and state officers assigned to OCDETF investigations are typically 
not full-time collocated with their federal counterparts. These officers 
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generally are assigned to other duties and then work with their federal 
counterparts on an as needed basis. 

o HIDTA task forces are full-time collocated units. Unlike the OCDETF 
investigations, these HIDTA task force members work full time 
addressing the regions threat. When not working on OCDETF cases, 
these agents are developing information and the new cases from which 
OCDETF cases are drawn. 

Since September ll"', there has been ongoing criticism that Federal law enforcement, 
intelligence and defense agencies did not adequately share information. However, that is 
not an accurate statement when you describe narcotic enforcement agencies and 
investigators working in the HIDTA model. Thanks to HIDTA funded multi- 
jurisdictional drug task forces, federal, state and local drug investigators are collocated 
and working cooperatively in cities, towns and rural communities throughout the country. 
More importantly, these officers from a variety of agencies and backgrounds have 
established trusted relationships and use the services of RISS and the HIDTA Intelligence 
Centers (ISCs) for deconflicting tactical operations and sharing case information in 
accordance with the National Criminal Intelligence Sharing Plan. 

That sharing would not occur without the cooperation that comes when agencies have the 
resources and ability to be housed together with a unified command structure working to 
address a common regional strategy that is funded federally but administered by balanced 
Executive Boards that equitably represent the interests of all participating agencies. 
Information sharing and investigative cooperation is enhanced even more when grant 
guidelines and Executive Boards mandate cooperation. This level of cooperation and 
sense of neutrality would be destroyed if the HIDTA program were moved from ONDCP 
which is not a law enforcement entity and who is not in competition with other agencies, 
to OCDETF, a Department of Justice entity. 

Moving HIDTA to the Department of Justice OCDETF program would only serve to 
destroy the partnership between federal, state and local law enforcement as we know it 
today. 

5) During the hearing, we discussed the current ONDCP operating guideline for the HIDTA 
program that requires each HIDTA divide full voting authority on its Executive Board 
between federal agencies on one hand, and state and local agency representatives on the 
other. Can you confirm that your HIDTA currently complies with this directive? 

As required by ONDCP’s HIDTA Program Policy, the NC HIDTA Executive Board 
maintains an even balance of federal and state and local law enforcement and criminal 
justice agencies on its Executive Board (see table below). 

Northern California HIDTA Executive Board 

Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice Agencies 
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Federal (8 seats) 

State and Local (8 seats) 

DEA 

Redwood City Police Department 

FBI 

California Department of Justice BNE 

ICE 

San Jose Police Department 

ATE 

Marin County Sheriff 

United States Postal Inspection Service 

San Mateo County Sheriff 

United States Marshal 

San Francisco Police Department 

United States Attomey/Northem District of 
California 

Alameda County District Attorney 

IRS 

Contra Costa County Sheriff 


a) How important is this 50/50 baiance on the Executive Board to the overall success of 
your HIDTA? If the balance was eliminated and federal agencies were given major 
control of each HIDTA, would that have a negative impact on the HIDTAs? If so, 
how? 

The success of the HIDTA program can be attributed directly to the shared governance 
allocated equally between state/local officials and their federal counterparts. In view of 
the relatively small amount of HIDTA funding that is available to each local law 
enforcement agency, if the policy of shared and balanced governance is eliminated, and 
the federal agencies take charge, there will be little incentive for local executives to be 
involved in the HIDTA Program. The program will just become another program 
directed from Washington, with the local agencies feeling that their concerns are not 
important, and surely not as important as the priorities established by the federal 
bureaucrats in-far-away Washington. 

The NC HIDTA region is subdivided into over 100 police jurisdictions. Very few of the 
agencies that have assigned investigators to HIDTA sponsored task forces have OCDETF 
targets residing in their jurisdiction. These departments have historically refused to 
assign officers to regional task forces that did not have some form of shared governance, 
and it is very doubtful they will be willing to participate in a federally controlled 
program. If the smaller departments retreat from the counterdrug effort, only the large 
metropolitan departments will be left to participate in OCDETF investigations. 

6) Do you believe that the uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA program created by the 
Administration’s proposals has itself had a negative impact on your HIDTA’s programs? 
For example, could that uncertainty make it more difficult to hire or retain new personnel 
for your HIDTA ’s administrative offices, or make it difficult to obtain personnel, resource, 
or other commitments from state, local, or federal agencies participating in your HIDTA ? 

Yes, the decision has already begun to destroy longstanding relationships between federal 
and local law enforcement agencies by fostering an us versus them environment. Some 
departments are unwilling to sign new leases for facilities, vehicles and other equipment. 
Other departments are inquiring if they should try to break current lease agreements. 

The local budget cycle is beginning and those departments that are contemplating 
assigning personnel to HIDTA task forces are unsure on how to proceed. Law 
enforcement agencies that have created positions specifically for assignment to HIDTA 
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task forces are contemplating recalling ofBcers to fill other positions within the 
department to avoid laying people off if the HIDTA program is terminated. 

The uncertainty has a negative impact on people occupying HIDTA funded positions. 
Most are seeking employment elsewhere. This is particularly disruptive in the ISC where 
the HIDTA program has expended a tremendous effort to recruit and train intelligence 
analysts. Morale has suffered. 

Most HIDTA investigations are long-term in nature and it seems pointless to start new 
investigations that will not be completed before the planned termination of the program. 
Task Force agents are reluctant to initiate new investigations, and many are developing 
their cases so that if the HIDTA program is terminated they will be able to take the cases 
back to their department and work on them independently. This has created friction, and 
is counterproductive, as officers frequently assert departmental “ownership” of important 
cases. Local officers are now reluctant to volunteer for assignment to HIDTA task forces 
because they realize the assignment might terminate in a few months. 

The Administration’s proposal is severely straining the relationships between state/local 
agencies and the federal agencies. It has taken years to establish sufficient confidence in 
this federal program to convince state and local agencies to devote the significant 
resources that they have committed to the HIDTA program. The HIDTA program has 
demonstrated to state and local executives that it is possible to have a federal program 
that values shared governance. 

The most commonly heard complaint regarding federal programs is that the decisions are 
made in Washington without local input. Many feel this is exactly what has happened to 
the HIDTA program. Agencies acting in good faith have allocated major resources to a 
program that has proven to be successful, only to find by reading the morning paper that 
the program is in jeopardy. These experienced law enforcement executives who have 
been loyal to the NC HIDTA program since its inception are wondering why ONDCP or 
some other government entity did not seek their advice or the advice of professional 
organizations such as the International Association of Chiefs of Police (lACP), Major 
City Chief, National Sheriffs Association (NSA) National District Attorney’s Association 
(NDAA), the National Alliance of State Drug Enforcement Agencies (NASDEA) or the 
HIDTA Directors that have dedicated themselves to the success of the program. 
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Fax: (414) 224-7548 


COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE, DRUG POLICY AND HUMAN 
RESOURCES 


“FY 2006 Drug Control Budget and the Byrne Grant, HIDTA, 
and other law enforcement programs: Are we jeopardizing 
federal, state and local cooperation?” 

MARCH 10, 2005 

QUESTIONS FOR THE WRITTEN RECORD FOR MR. ERICK V. SLAMKA, DIRECTOR, MILWAUKEE 

HIDTA 


1 . Although each High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) receives a certain amount of money from 
the federal government to help fund its activities, state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA have also 
agreed to dedicate their own resources to HIDTA task forces and initiatives - in the form of personnel, equipment, 
office space, etc. Some of those contributions are reimbursed by the federal funds, but not all. 

a. What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed state and local contributions to HIDTA 
initiatives in your HIDTA? 

• Fifty percent of the officer salaries from the participating agencies equals 
approximately $927,000.00 

• One hundred percent of the Wisconsin National Guard’s Drug Control Program 
Analysts (total of five) salary equals approximately $250,000.00 

• United States Marshal’s Fugitives Task Force’s one local officer equals 
approximately $60,000.00 in total salary. 

b. What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed contributions of federal law enforcement 
agencies to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA? 

• Ten federal officers for an approximate contribution of $900,000.00 

• Ten vehicles for an approximate contribution of $50,000.00 

c. Do you believe that, if your HIDTA’s federal program funds were reduced or eliminated, that the 
state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA would continue to make all of those 
unreimbursed contributions, or would they be likely to put those resources elsewhere? 

• Our concern is that the state and local agencies would reallocate their resources 
elsewhere. 

• It should be noted that the positions allocated to the HIDTA were created by 
authority of the respective city councils and county boards predicated on the 
assun^tion that 50% of the salaries of these officers/agents would be 
reimbursable by HIDTA. 

2. State and local agencies that currently participate in the HIDTA program have to decide for themselves 
how many officers and how much equipment, office space or other resources to dedicate to HIDTA task forces or 
initiatives. They have to go through the same long-term budget planning that the federal government does to reach 
these decisions. If each individual HIDTA’s federal budget were to fluctuate significantly each year, do you believe 
that that would make it more difficult for state and local agencies to commit their resources to HIDTA over the long 
term? 


Absolutely. 
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The assignment of officers, the execution of leases for office space and vehicles are only a few of the 
commitments that are determined primarily by the HIDTA budget. For the past seven years, Milwaukee 
HIDTA initiatives have functioned with tiie expectation of continued funding based upon performance. 
Although, each participating agency accepts the fact that the budget may fluctuate slightly based upon regional 
needs and their performance, the consistency of funding has allowed all the participating agencies to plan and 
allocate their resources to the advantage of the HIDTA Program. They have been able to balance their 
participation with HIDTA with other pressing needs. As a result, the initiatives have been stable over time and 
consequently have yielded excellent performance outcomes. 

Without the stable funding, the Milwaukee HIDTA successes would not have been possible. If budgets 
fluctuated wildly from year to year, the involvement of federal, state and local law enforcement agencies would 
vary in direct proportion. One of the reasons that the Milwaukee HIDTA has been so successful in dealing with 
drug issues has been the commitment of federal, state and local law enforcement. The long-term commitment 
is, by necessity, tied to the expectation that program funding will continue at a consistent level. 

All of the HIDTA initiatives are co-located in a single leased location with a ten year lease. In addition to the 
office space, the budgets for the Milwaukee HIDTA initiatives include fiinds for leasing vehicles. Although 
these leases are for a term of three years, the procurement process starts six months prior to signing the contract. 
Without confirmed funding, the Milwaukee HIDTA initiatives cannot engage in these agreements. Co-location 
of the initiatives is a HIDTA Program requirement and is vital for creating and maintaining a cooperative and 
coordinated drug enforcement environment. 

The year to year fluctuation of funding would have devastating effect upon the Milwaukee HIDTA and all other 
HIDTAs. HIDTAs are made possible because of the contributions made by the state and local law enforcement 
agencies. Without the assurance of consistent funding the participating state and local agencies could not 
realistically continue their involvement. 


3. The Administration has argued that the HIDTA program now gives too little discretion to the federal 
government to redirect HIDTA resources to respond to the changing drug threat. They have stated that locking in 
each HIDTA’s budget every year means that the program cannot adapt when the drug traffickers adapt. 

Should the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) have at least some discretion to reallocate the 
HIDTA budget? 

One of the benefits of the HIDTA program is its ability to be flexible and adapt to meet the drug threats of 
each particular HIDTA region. For the federal government to suggest that HIDTAs shouldn’t have the 
discretion to respond to the current drug threats means they simply don’t understand the HIDTA program. 

It is the federal government along with state and local government using its collective discretion to 
reallocate resources in response to changing threats that makes this program so unique an effective. 

If so, what do you believe is the right amount of discretion, and how could that discretion best be used 
without unduly disrupting each HIDTA’s operations? 

4. The Administration has proposed transferring the HIDTA program from the management of ONDCP to the 
Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF) at the U.S. Department of Justice. 

a. Do you support this proposal? If not, why not? 

No. Local and State input makes HIDTAs unique and very successful operations. 80% of the 
officers on our investigative initiatives are from local and state organizations. The HIDTA and 
OCDETF are different programs with different missions. Since the executive boards are made up 
of an equal number of federal and state/local representatives, placing HIDTA under Justice could 
either potentially or it could be perceived that Justice members could be forced to vote as a block. 
Department of Justice personnel such as the U.S. Attorney, DEA, FBI, ATF and U.S. Marshals 
Service are on many if not all the boards. Currently, there is no ONDCP representative on any? of 
the boards and thus nobody from the management agency to exert pressure. 
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The HIDTA Program has worked extremely well and effectively under ONDCP’s Bureau of State 
and Local Affairs. Why change and potentially impact the program’s effectiveness. 

Age-old agency cultures and impending turf battles are surmounted daily in favor of more suitable 
cooperation and coordination among participating agencies. These significant and unprecedented 
outcomes would not occur if HIDTA were under die stewardship of a Justice agency. 

Management of the program requires review of HIDTA threat assessments, strategies and budgets. 
Information gleaned from these processes gives the Bureau of State and Local Affairs a unique, 
accurate perspective of drug issues. Congressional wisdom in having ONDCP manage the 
HIDTA program has paid huge dividends for law enforcement and the American People. 

The HIDTA Program has flourished largely because of grass roots support by state and local 
criminal justice agencies. This undaunted support con^s chiefly because the program is managed 
by a neutral agency with no competing interests in the program resources. ONDCP provides the 
unbiased neutrality, real and perceived, necessary for law enforcement agencies to willingly 
participate in the program. 

ONDCP’s Bureau of State and Local Affairs policy making and leadership roles are significantly 
enhanced by using the HIDTA Program as a primary vehicle to implement its national policies 
(i.e., connectivity between HIDTAs, National Clandestine Laboratory Seizure System, National 
Methamphetamine Initiative and other programs that directly impact national drug policy). 

The HIDTA Program’s national scope provides an immediate pulse on regional drug trends and 
issues while enhancing the capability to implement policy nationwide. 

The HIDTA Program provides for an equal partnership between federal, state and local law 
enforcement leaders tailored for regional approval and goals yet tied to the national mission. 
OCDETF is a federally run programs not a partnership and focuses strictly on national issues. 

b. Do you believe that the state and local agencies you work with would prefer to work with the 
OCDETF program that with HIDTA as it currently exists? 

We believe local and state agencies prefer the current arrangement because of the sense of local 
control over operations. Local and state officers do not see significant support from the OCDETF 
program as it tends to be focused solely on the prosecuting attorneys. We have polled members of 
our investigating task forces and they are unequivocally unanimous to remain under the umbrella 
of ONDCP. 

Deputy Chief Brian O’Keefe, Milwaukee Police Department, who is also the Vice 
Chairman of the Milwaukee HIDTA Executive Board said, 

“HIDTA is the one program in Southeastern Wisconsin that all law enforcement 
agencies have coalesced around. It is a model of cooperation among Wisconsin law 
enforcement agencies. HIDTA has been instrumental in dismantling and disrupting drug 
trafficking organizations in Wisconsin and has been a major factor in reducing violent 
crime in Southeastern Wisconsin. HIDTAs presence has resulted in streamlining 
complex investigations and reducing the duplicative investigative efforts of other law 
enforcement agencies.” 

c. What are the primary differences, in your opinion, between the OCDETF program and the current 
HIDTA program? 

OCDETF program 

• Task Forces: OCDETF’s nine regional “task forces” are non-operational, administrative 
bodies that are labeled task forces solely due to their varied federal participants. They do 
not perform and enforcement activities. HIDTA funded task forces are commingled, 
collocated, multi-agency, operational units made up of federal, state and local officers 
with various missions that include, but are not limited to, money laundering, distribution. 
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sales, interdiction, prosecution, violence, gangs and intelligence. The 355 HIDTA- 
fiinded task forces across tiie country involve over 12,000 personnel (2/3 of which are 
from state and local agencies). 

• Intelligence and Support Activities: OCDETF has no intelligence capabilities of its own 
nor does it provide any intelligence to law enforcement. All intelligence resides within 
the member’s respective agency. OCDETF’s support activity is that of funding. It does 
not provide investigative support beyond prosecution and money. 

HIDTA has intelligence units that: 

o Have multiple local, state and federal as well as commercial databases with 

pointer indices to avoid duplicative investigative effort and enhance productivity 
o Provide post-seizure analysis 

o Offer deconfliction of cases, subjects and operational events ensuring officer 
and citizen safety 

o Are connected to national law enforcement cyber pipelines to ensure 
connectivity among HIDTAs and other law enforcement agencies 
o Produce annual threat assessments and special strategic reports 
o Have sub-committees and task force commanders from local, state and federal 
agencies to direct their activities 

o Provide analytical support through all phases of an investigation 
o Conduct pro-active intelligence activities and produce informants and develop 
cases 

• Funding: The OCDETF budget primary funtk federal personnel outside their agency 
budget. A small percentage of that budget directly helps fund OCDETF-designated 
investigations with overtime and travel money for state and local law enforcement. The 
majority of HIDTA funding goes to support operational activities of local and state 
officers with a small portion going to federal agencies. The Milwaukee HIDTA has five 
operational task forces, one intelligence center, and a prosecution initiative to address the 
drug threat in southeast Wisconsin. 

The fact that funding can be distributed among local, state and federal agencies at the 
Executive Board’s direction allows for fiscal flexibility which would be unavailable 
within the Department of Justice. 

• Structure: OCDETF is a program for federal agencies and managed by a federal agency. 
The majority of its budget funds full time federal employees distributed among 
participating federal agencies. It has no operational task forces, pointer indices or 
intelligence capability. Non-federal agencies are not represented in their administrative 
task forces. HIDTAs are governed by executive boards that contain an equal number of 
state/local law enforcement agency heads and federal agency administrators. These 
partnerships produce regional threat assessments, develop strategies to attack the threat 
and implement the strategies with operational task forces, . . They decide the level of 
funding for each task force and assess results annually. Task force commanders are 
selected from agencies participating in HIDTA and lead commingled, collocated officers 
and analytical personnel in their investigative effort. The task forces are continually 
monitored for efficiency and effectiveness by the Executive Board. Each task force and 
ultimately each HIDTA must report their success through 0MB compatible performance 
measures. 

• Operations: OCDETF funding and assignment of prosecutors is on a case by case basis. 
HIDTA task forces actually develop and open cases, provide and share intelligence and 
informants that leads to OCDETF investigations and support for other OCDETF cases 
across the country. 

• Flexibility: OCDETF cases are generally major DTOs only brought to them by federal 
agencies or HIDTAs. HIDTA retains the flexibility to both target major DTOs but also 
address regional threats that are identified such as methamphetamine and clandestine 
labs. 

5. Current ONDCP operating guidelines for the HIDTA program require that each HIDTA divide full voting 
authority on its executive board between federal agency representatives on one hand, and state and local agency 
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representatives on the other. The Administration has apparently not yet decided whether OCDETF would maintain 
this practice if given control of the HIDTA program. 

a. Does your HIDTA currently conqrly with this directive? If not, why not? 

Yes. The Milwaukee HIDTA by choice of the Executive Board including the federal 
members has representation that has more members at the state and local level. Milwaukee 
HIDTA sought and obtained an exerr?)tion from the equal federal, state and local 
representation on the board through ONDCP. This arrangement has served Southeast 
Wisconsin very well. 

b. How important is this 50/50 balance on the executive board to the overall success of our HIDTA? 
It that balance was eliminated and federal agencies were given majority control of each HIDTA, 
would that have a negative impact on the HlDTAs? If so, how? 

One of the primary keys to the success of the HIDTA Program is that there are relatively 
balanced executive boards between federal, state and local law enforcement leaders giving 
each an equal voice and ownership of the program. If this balance was eliminated and 
federal agencies would take control, it would become just another federal program, and 
man y state and local participants would leave. The state and local resources to the HIDTA 
Program far outweigh what the federal government has committed. 

6. Do you believe that the uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA program created by the Administration’s 
proposals has itself had a negative impact on your HIDTA’s programs? For example, could that uncertainty make it 
more difficult to hire or retain new personnel for your HIDTA’s administrative officers, or make it more difficult to 
obtain personnel, resource, or other commitments Irom state, local, or federal agencies participating in your 
HIDTA? 

Yes, it has had a significant negative impact on the HIDTA Program. Agencies are reluctant to sign 
contracts, make and commitments past this calendar year and employees worried about their jobs are 
seeking employment elsewhere. Our senior intelligence analyst recently resigned and accepted a position 
that was more stable and funded for the future. This had an extremely disruptive impact on our intelligence 
center. The proposal has affected morale for those who have worked so hard to make the HIDTA Program 
a success. The proposal has created some sense of separation between those members of the board in 
Justice who, for the most part, understandably refrain from getting involved in this issue. This has put a 
strain on relationships and communications between our stat/local and federal agencies and will need some 
mending for the future. 


Sincerely, 

Erick V, Slamka 
Director, Milwaukee HIDTA 
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Northern Dbtrict of Illinois 
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OW 353-S30D 



FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE PRESS CONTACTS: 

TUESDAY MARCH 22, 2005 AUSA Daniel Rubinstein (312)469-(5151 

AUSA/PIO Randall Sambom (312)353-5318 


FOUR AUTO DEALERS ARRESTED ON FEDERAL RICO CHARGES FOR 
ALLEGEDLY LAUNDERING MILUONS IN PROFITS FROM CHICAGO DRUG 
DEALERS AND GANG MEMBERS THROUGH LUXURY AUTO SALES 

More than 100 autos expected to be seized from three west side dealerships 

CHICAGO - Two owners and two managers of three west side auto dealerships were 
arrested today on federal racketeering conspiracy charges for ailegedly selling luxury cars to street 
gang drug dealers and laundering millions of dollars of narcotics proceeds in fraudulent sales and 
bank transactions. Federal agents and Chicago police this morning began seizing more tlian 100 
cars, searched tlie defendants’ oflSoes and the homes of three local defendants in Winnetlta, 
Nortltbrook and Chicago after arresting three of the defendants in Chicago and one in Los Angeles 
last night and early today. The charges allege an extensive network spanning a decade that enabled 
drug dealers from many of the city’s largest street gangs to purchase luxury autos with cash from 
narcotics sales - sometimes using $20, $50 and $ 100 bills - while etuiching the defendants. Since 
2001, the defendants allegedly laundered more than $9 million through business accounts they 
controlled at two Chicago banks. 

One of the two principal defendants, Hossein Obaei, was also charged with aiding and 
abetting a cocaine and heroin-trafSeking ring operated by some of his customers, and the 
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investigation resulted in the seizure of approximately 73 Idlogtams of cocaine and three kilograms 
of heroin in Texas and Chicago. 

The investigation included two undercover police purchases of autos from the defendants’ 
dealerships, identified collectively as the Standard Auto Enterprise, One undercover officer posing 
as a drug dealer and another as his girlfriend, paid cash in full for twoautos - an Oldsmobile Alero 
and a Ford Mustang. In both instances, the defendants allegedly placed a lien on the cars and paid 
no sales tax to tire State of Illinois, and, immediately after the sales, made multiple sttuotured bank 
deposits of llte cash proceeds to avoid reporting requirements. The defendants allegedly profited by 
maintaining fraudulent liens that allowed them to recover the vehicles titey sold if the vehicles were 
seized by law enforcement, or by re-selling autos they recovered from customers who were later 
imprisoned, 

A 127-page FBI affidavit attached to a criminal complaint that was unsealed today following 
the arrests details an elaborate fraud scheme by tracing the proceeds of street-level, retail drug sales 
and international wholesale narcotics trafficking to the purchase of all ntalces and models of luxury 
autos to various businesses and bank accounts controlled by the defendants. The defendants charged 
in the complaint are: 

Amir Hosaeini, 48, of 718 Hibbard Rd., Winnetka, allegedly the principal leader, 
organizer and manager of the conspiracy, who owned and operated Standard Leasing 
Sales (Standaid), cuirently known as Amer Leasing Sales, a dealership located at 
3356 West North Ave. He also owns a one-third interest In SHO Auto Credit (SHO), 

5801 Souflt Western Ave.; 

Hossein Obaei, 52, of 4302 Oak Knoll Cl, Nortlibrook, allegedly second-in- 
command to Hosseini, who owned and operated American Car Exchange 
(American), 1 1 33 North Ashland Ave,, and was also a one-tliird owner of SHO Auto 
Credit; 
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Rnbolliih Bambonyani, also kaown as “Roy," 54, of the Los Angeles area and 
formerly of 908 Tamer Lane, Glenview, Hosseini’s business partner at Standard; and 

Santona Rodrigaez, 3 8, of 39 1 6 West Greenleaf, Chicago, who at various times was 
the finance manager and/or office manager of both Standard and American. 

All four defendants were charged with racketeering conspiracy and Obaei, alone, was also 

charged with aiding and abetting a drug distribution conspiracy. Hosseini, Obaei and Rodriguez are 

expected to appear at 3:30 p.m, before U.S. Magistrate Judge Arlander Keys in U.S, District Court 

in Chicago. Bambouyani, who was arrested in Los Angeles, is expected to appear in Federal Court 

there later today. All four defendants are naturalized U.S. citizens - Hosseini, Obaei and 

Bambouyani from Iran, and Rodriguez from Mexico. 

Tire oharges were announced by Patrick J. Fitzgerald, United States Attorney for the Northern 

District of Illinois; Robert D. Grant, Special Agent-in-Charge of the Chicago Office of the Federal 

Bureau of Investigation; RicliardW. Sanders, Special Agent-in-Charge of the Chicago Office of the 

Drug Enforcement Administration; Byram Tiehenor, Special Agent-in-Charge of the Internal 

Revenue Service Criminal Investigation Division in Chicago; Elissa A. Brown, Special Agent-in- 

Charge of Immigration and Customs Enforcement in Chicago for tlie U.S. Department of Homeland 

Security; Chicago Police Superintendent Philip J. Cline; and Thomas Donahue, Executive Director 

of the Chicago High Intensity Drug-Traffioldjig Area (HIDTA). The investigationis continuing, they 

said. 

"Today we have shut down a major outlet for the enormous cash proceeds generated by 
Chicago drug dealers and street gangs,” Mr. Fitzgerald said, “We are going after the car dealerships, 
the people who own them, the people wlio run them, and tlie cars too. For a decade, Standard Auto 
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has marketed itself to gang baiters and drug dealers as the dealership for those who make illegal 
money and want to get away with it. Today, Standard Auto lias been totaled.” 

The racketeering conspiracy charge alleges that since 1 995 all four defendants, together with 
the three dealerships - Standard, American and SHO, along with related affiliates and subsidiaries 
- comprised the Standard Auto Enterprise, and conspired to engage in apattera of criminal activity 
that included multiple acts of money laundering, mail fraud, bank fraud and illegal structuring of 
financial transactions. 

According to the complaint, the defendants sold automobiles to persons tliey knew were area 
drug dealers and/or gang members in exchange for cash, lotowing that the transactions were designed 
to conceal and disguise the nature, location, source, ownership and control of the proceeds of their 
customers’ drug-trafficking activities. Drug dealers allegedly used cash to purchase hundreds of 
luxury cars from die Standard Auto Enterprise, including Mercedes Beta, Jaguar, BMW, Lexus, and 
Cadillac models. At times, the complaint alleges, drug dealers and gang leaders would purchase 
multiple luxury vehicles for family members and associates, and even outfit their drug organizations 
with fleets of vehicles, For example, the complaintalleges that one international drug trafficker and 
members of bis "crew” purchased approximately 20 vehicles from Obaci’s dealership during 2004 
alone - all paid for in full with cash - including five Nissan Armadas, three Honda Pilots, two 
Infiniti SUVs, and. two Mercedes Benz vehicles. The complaint also alleges that Hosseini counseled 
drug dealers on how to avoid attracting the scrutiny of law enforcement, suggesting that they buy 
low-priced vehicles and repeatedly “trade up" until they acquired the luxury models they sought, and 
explaining that they could obtain “clean” money by purchasing a car with cash and then selling the 
oar to a legitimate dealership. 



651 


mR.22.2005 3:44PM US OTTORNEY FOURTH 


N0.5U1 H.b/y 


Since 2001, Hosseini and Bambouyani allegedly laxmdered approximately $9.3 million in 
cash from the proceeds of narcotics oraffrcking by making multiple separate daily cash deposits - 
each under $10,000- into the business accounts of the three dealerships. More titan $6.7 million 
in cash was allegedly laundered through accounts controlled by Hosseini and Bambouyani at 
Parkway Bank and Trust, and more than $2.2 million was laundered through accounts they 
controlled at Harris Bank and Trust. Hosseini and Obaei, assisted by Bambouyani and Rodriguez, 
likewise structured proceeds of narcotics trafGcking from American and SHO into at least two bank 
accounts held at Banlc One and Broadway Bank and Trust. These allegedly illegal structured cash 
transactions for drug dealers and gang members who purchased cars from the Standard Auto 
Enterprise avoided currency transaction reporting requirements for cash transactions of $10,000 or 
more. 

There are no allegations of any criminal wrongdoing against the banks, the law enforcement 
ofRcials noted. 

As part of the conspiracy, tlie defendants and other co-conspirators allegedly engaged in a 
fraud scheme by placing liens on automobiles they sold to drug dealers and/or gang members and 
which were paid for in full at the time of purchase, falsely indicating that the dealership held security 
interests in these cars. The scheme enabled the defendants to deceive die Chicago Police Department 
and federal law enforcement agencies into returning munerovis automobiles that were lawfully seized 
after being involved in suspected criminal activity. The defendants caused the Illinois Secretary of 
State’s Office to mail to all three dealerships illinois vehicle titles reflecting that tlie businesses held 
liens on particular vehicles sold, when, in fact, no such liens existe4 the complaint alleges. 
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As a service U> their drug dealer and/or gang member clients, tlie defendants would then 
return the seized vehicles to the clients in exchange for additional cash payments or simply resell the 
vehicle and keep the proceeds from the subsequent sale of the car. The RICO conspiracy count also 
alleges a bank fraud scheme in which Obaei and Rodriguez and other co-conspirators allegedly 
cheated Banco Popular and First Midwest Bank by applying for and receiving loans for vehicles tliat 
Obaei represented to the banks that he owned, but, in fact, he did not. 

The affidavit relies, in part, on infonnation provided by nine cooperating witnesses, including 
two former dealership managers and four individuals identified as ranking members or former 
members, respectively, of the Latin Kings, the Unknown Vice Lords, the Black Disciples and the 
Conservative Vice Lords street gangs. One former employee, identified as CW-2, told investigators 
that during the time lie was employed at Standard from 1997 to 2001 , between 500 and 800 vehicles 
were sold in deals in which the sales contract inaccurately reflected the down payment as being less 
than $1 0,000 when, In fact, the dealership received more tlian $ 1 0,000 cash from the customer. The 
paperwork typically listed the down payment as $9,000 or less, and, as a result, no currency 
transaction report was filed relating to the customer involved in the transaction. In each instance, 
tlie paperwork would reflect a balance owed on the vehicle, even if there was none. 

Another former employee, identified as C'W-9, worked on and off for Obaei for the last seven 
to eight years. He estimated that 60 percent of the vehicles sold by American were sold to drug 
dealers, and almost all of the luxury cars on the American lot were purchased by drug dealers. Other 
low-end vehicles, usually costing less than $10,000, were sold to legitimate customers. 

According to the affidavit, C'W-9 knew - and told Obaei - that Co-Conspirator E was a 
narcotics dealer and that approximately 40 kilograms of cocaine were seized by DBA agents north 
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of Laredo, Tex,, in July 2004 from a 2003 burgundy Toyota 4-Riinner that American sold to Co- 
Conspirator E on June 11, 2004. In November 2004, DEA agents seized approximately three 
Idlogtams of heroin just north of Laredo from a 2004 Infinity which contained registration papers 
showing it was purchased Cby Co-Conspirator G,amemberofCo-ConspiratorE’screw)at American 
in September 2004. Like the Toyota 4-Runner, American held liens on both vehicles. 

Other cocaine seizures allegedly resulted from a transaction that began on Nov. 16, 2004, 
when CW-8 placed an order vrith CW-9 (who was not then cooperating) to have two Idlograms of 
cocaine delivered to SHO for sale to a third party. After the deal fell through, agents followed the 
alleged drug courier to a residence located at 421 1 Nortlt Drake, Chicago, where agents recovered 
approximately 11 kilograms of cocaine, more than $60,000, a drug ledger, multiple digital scales, 
a money counter, materials used to package cocaine and three veliicles. After ftuther investigation, 
agents also recovered an additional 21 kilograms of cocaine that were found welded into the door 
frame of a 2004 charcoal gray Nissan Armada. That vehicle also contained the American sales 
paperwork and a letter signed by Obaei and notarized by Rodriguez, dated Sept 1 3, 2004, indicating 
tot American was the lien holder and that the vehicle’s owner would he traveling in and out of 
Mexico between Sept. 15 and Nov, 15,2004. According to the paperwork, the vehicle had 19,309 
miles on Sept, 1 3, 2004, and the odometer reading when it was seized on Nov, 16, 2004, was more 
ton 34,000 miles. 

The government is being represented by Assistant U.S, Attorneys Daniel Rubinstein, Lisa 
Noller and Joel Hammerman. 

If convicted of racketeering conspiracy, each defendant faces a maximum penalty of 20 years 
in prison and a $250,000 fine. Obaei, alone, if convicted of aiding and abetting a drug distribution 
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conspiriicy, faces a mandatory minimum sentence of 1 0 years in prison and a maximum sentence of 
life and a $4 million fine. The Court, however, would determine the appropriate sentence to be 
imposed. 

The public is reminded that a complaint contains only charges and is not evidence of guilt, 
The defendants are presumed innocent and are entitled to a fair trial at wltioh the government has the 
burden of proving guilt beyond a reasonable doubt. 

#### 
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P.O. Box 12105 
Fresno, CA 93776-2105 



Phone (559) 457-5040 
Fax (559) 445-5426 


April 5, 2005 


Representative Mark E. Souder 
Chairman 

Subcommittee on Criminal Justice 
Drug Policy and Human Resources 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Committee on Government Reform 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515-6143 


RE: HIDTA Information Request of March 17* 


Dear Representative Souder: 

Thank you for your continued interest and support of this nation’s drug law enforcement efforts and 
particularly your encouraging efforts in support of the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) 
program. On behalf of all the law enforcement agencies in the Central Valley of California who combat 
drug crimes on a daily basis, we are pleased to have this opportunity to respond to your request for 
information concerning this region. 

The nine California counties that comprise the Central Valley California HIDTA region include: 
Fresno, Kern, Kings, Madera, Merced, Sacramento, San Joaquin, Stanislaus and Tulare. This region is 
nearly 400 miles in length and is one of the most-productive food producing regions in the country. It is 
also one of the most problematic in terms of methamphetamine and marijuana production and the 
distribution of heroin, cocaine and other illicit drugs to the drug markets of this nation. 

The Central Valley California HIDTA program is governed by a sixteen member Executive Board 
comprised of agency executives from nine State, County and City law enforcement agencies plus seven 
Federal law enforcement agencies. The current Chairman is the United States Attorney for the Eastern 
District of California. All Executive Board members recognize the immense value in mutual support, 
cooperation and collaboration on drug enforcement issues. In this HIDTA’s five year history of 
promoting partnerships between Federal and State and local drug enforcement agencies, many successes 
have occurred. It is everyone’s desire that this successful program continue to meet the challenges of the 
future. 

I have enclosed two documents for your review and inclusion into the record of your Committee. 
They are: 

♦ A response to your questions asked of each HIDTA with specific data about the Central Valley 
California HIDTA program and its constituent agencies. 

♦ An Impact Statement that delineates the probable impact upon the Central Valley California 
HIDTA if the proposed budget changes are ratified. 
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Representative Mark E. Souder, Chairman 
Subcommittee on Criminal Justice 
Drug Policy and Human Resources 
U.S. House of Representatives 
April 5, 2005 
{Page 2 ) 


Again, I must thank you and your colleagues for all the work done on behalf of the entire HIDTA 
program. On behalf of the drug law enforcement agencies in the Central Valley of California, we are 
grateful for your continued support and we look forward to future collaboration. 

Please feel free to contact me if you need additional information. I can be reached at anytime at 559- 
351-0952. 

Sincerely, 


William Ruzzamenti 
Executive Director 


Enclosures (2) 
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Central Valley California HIDTA 


Impact of the President’s FY2006 Budget Reductions on the Central 
Valley California High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) 

Program 


The HIDTA Program falls under the oversight of the Office of National Drug Control Policy 
(ONDCP) which is a component of the White House Drug Policy Office. ONDCP Director John 
Walters has proposed an unprecedented budget cut for the National HIDTA program in the 
President’s FY2006 budget. The budget document was recently released and if passed, the 
HIDTA program would have its funding reduced by nearly 60%. This is the first drastic reversal 
of a successful program created in 1 989 by President George H. W. Bush. If the budget passes, 
we can expect the Central Valley California HIDTA to be abolished. 

Because this region is largely rural with mid- sized cities, we can expect all remaining HIDTA 
funding to be reallocated to the larger metropolitan areas. The end of the Central Valley 
California HIDTA program will be felt in every Central Valley community. 

Residents in the nine county CVC HIDTA region can expect that essential anti-crime programs 
will be abolished. The Central Valley HIDTA counties include Kings, Kem, Madera, Merced, 
Fresno, Tulare, Stanislaus, San Joaquin and Sacramento. Here’s the immediate impact if 
HIJDTA funding is lost: 

• More mid and high level drug dealers will be at large in the communities. 

• Increased drugs in circulation throughout the Central Valley. 

• More methamphetamine laboratories and toxic dumpsites throughout the area. 

• Elimination of HIDTA multi-agency dmg task forces in Bakersfield, Fresno, Modesto 
and Sacramento. 

• Elimination of the HIDTA Intelligence Center in Fresno and task force intelligence 
support centers in Bakersfield, Modesto and Sacramento. 

• Elimination of gang enforcement funding in the Fresno region. 

• Loss of funding for highway drug enforcement programs in the region. 

• Youth drug education programs will be lost. 

• Loss of 10 HIDTA funded positions in the region. 

• Methamphetamine laboratory enforcement teams will not receive HIDTA funding and 
the cost burden will shift to the counties and cities. 

• Loss of $3,000,000 annual funding which goes into the community for HIDTA provided 
equipment, goods and services from regional vendors. 

• Loss of enforcement partnerships between federal, state and local agencies that have 
developed over the past 5 years. 

• The elimination of HIDTA no-cost training programs that improve the efficiency and 
effectiveness of law enforcement officers. 

• The Precursor Vendor Program, a critical business-liaison program will end. 

• Diminished information sharing about criminal offenders between law enforcement 
agencies. 
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Central Valley California HIDTA 


Central Valiev Communities are Safer Because of the HIDTA Program 

As a measurement of the value of the Central Valley California HIDTA program, we need only 
to look at what the HIDTA has accomplished since its inception. The five-year performance 
record of the men and women who comprise the Central Valley HIDTA task forces speaks to the 
success of the HIDTA effort. An examination of data for the period of 2000-2004 shows that the 
CVC HIDTA: 

Dismantled criminal organizations operating in the 9 counties. 

> 259 drug trafficking organizations disrupted or dismantled with over 1,000 criminals 
facing prosecution associated with these organizations. 

> 4,343 drug offenders arrested overall. 

Protected the region from dangerous methamphetamine laboratories and toxic 
dumpsites. 

> 622 methamphetamine laboratories dismantled. 

Removed narcotics and dangerous drugs from circulation in the nine counties. 

> 25,000 pounds of methamphetamine removed from CVC HIDTA communities, 

> 372 pounds of heroin seized from drag traffickers. 

> 1,287 pounds of cocaine removed from the region. 

> 510,099 pounds of bulk marijuana removed from the nine counties. 

Illegal proceeds derived from drug trafficking were seized bv law enforcement. 

> $9,168,281 worth of cash and assets were seized from drug dealers. 

Worked with public and private land managers to make the forests and narks safe. 

> 855,874 marijuana plants pulled from public and private lands. 

> A 3 state intelligence fusion program studying criminal enterprises operating on 
public lands will be eliminated. 

Provided essential skills training to law enforcement officers. 

> Nearly 2,000 law enforcement officers trained at no cost to their agencies. 

> Training programs included hazardous materials, investigations, intelligence and 
other topics. 

Lowered the annual costs to participating state and local agencies. 

> HIDTA funds up to $14,500 per officer in annual overtime costs for state, city and 
county officers. 

> Cities and counties will need to divert limited general funds to replace drag 
enforcement funding that HIDTA previously offered. 

Provided a forum for law enforcement executive managers to coordinate regional 
efforts. 

> State, local and Federal program managers comprised the CVC HlDTA’s Executive 
Board. 
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Central Valley California HIDTA 


> Executive Board members control the CVC HIDTA program and voted equally on 
HIDTA program issues. 

^ Executive Board members commissioned a regional drug threat assessment each year 
and devised a annual strategy on how to reduce the region’s drug and crime 
problems. 

Improved Homeland Security by providing assistance with investigations on Narco- 
terrorist organizations operating in the region. 

> Foreign support organizations have trafficked in essential methamphetamine 
precursor chemicals. 

Investigation Efficiencies Improved Through Automated Coordination System 

> Regional criminal investigations were coordinated through a centralized computer 
system operated by two HIDTA funded Criminal Intelligence Specialists. 

> 23,741 investigative events were coordinated through the system. 

> 197,359 inquiries about criminal offenders were made by Central Valley law 
enforcement agencies of the HIDTA’s centralized information system. 

The Central Valley California HIDTA has become a regional asset supported by law 
enforcement and community leaders. It‘s value is clear. If the San Joaquin and Sacramento 
Valley communities lose this federal program what must be done to replace it? The realities are 
that each city and county already pays the majority of the costs for drug enforcement. HIDTA 
funding augments their budgets but amounts to only a small percentage of the overall costs. The 
law enforcement agencies that are responsible for drug enforcement will either assume the costs 
to replace the HIDTA funding or end their drug enforcement programs. 

The President’s FY2006 budget delivers another blow to Central Valley drug enforcement 
programs. It calls for the elimination of all Byme discretionary funds and Justice Assistance 
Grants that also help support the drug task forces in the region. Sheriffs and Police Chiefs have 
relied upon this funding stream to offset the high costs of this important public safety function. 
While there are HIDTA and Byme program cuts in the FY2006 budget, there are increases in 
funding for foreign drug control. For example, aid to Afghanistan, Colombia plus other South 
and Central American countries will increase in FY2006. Foreign “source” countries appear to 
be winning FY2006 Federal funds over the communities here at home. The combined effect of 
these budget cuts has left Central Valley law enforcement leaders wondering, “How can our 
communities be abandoned by ONDCP? We need Federal support in order to maintain a strong 
law enforcement presence. HIDTA funded programs are needed to combat the influences 
causing crime and addiction in this Central Valley of California?” 
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March 31, 2005 

Chairman Mark Souder 
Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, 

Drug Policy and Human Resources 
B-373 Rayburn Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Chairman Souder: 

Thank you for giving me and the other HIDTA Directors the opportunity to respond to your 
questions and make this part of the written record. I also want to commend you and the 
committee members for seeking the facts about the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area 
program related to the proposal to reduce funding by $127 million and to move the program from 
ONDCP to the Department of Justice. In response to your questions: 

1) “Although each High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) received a certain 
amount of money from the federal government to help fund its activities, state and local 
agencies participating in the HIDTA have also agreed to dedicate their own resources to 
HIDTA task forces and initiatives - in the form of personnel, equipment, offlce space, 
etc. Some of those contributions are reimbursed by the federal funds, but not all.” 

a) “What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed state and local 
contributions to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA?” The C.V. HIDTA consist of 
eleven initiatives in a nine county region spread over 400 miles. The program includes 
an intelligence center, eight multi-agency collocated drug task forces, a three county 
highway interdiction unit, and demand reduction team. The initiatives are supported by 
over a hundred state and local law enforcement personnel that make significant 
unreimbursed contributions to our program. The dollar value of these services will be 
our best estimate of salaries, fnnge benefits, facility costs, etc. we have also taken into 
account that some of our initiatives receive funding from other federal programs. The 
total dollar value of all unreimbursed state and local contributions to the C.V. HIDTA is 
approximately $9,702,000.00. 

b) “What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed contributions of federal 
law enforcement agencies to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA?” Approximately 
$2,970,000.00 annually. 

c) “Do you believe that, if your HIDTA’s federal program fund were reduced 
or eliminated, that the state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA would 
continue to make all of those unreimbursed contributions, or would they be likely to 
put those resources elsewhere?” Having recently spoken to several state and local law 
enforcement officials in the Central Valley, it is very clear that should funding be 
severely cut back or eliminated the state and local participation in the C.V. HIDTA would 
be greatly reduced if not eliminated all together. The majority of our most effective task 
forces would be disabled and the overall effectiveness of the C.V. HIDTA would be 
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reduced to 50% to 75%. Stanislaus County Sheriff Les Weidraan in reference to the C.V. 
HIDTA program is quoted, “The C.V. HIDTA provides the mechanism to bring all the 
parties (local, state and federal) together to go after our collective problems in combating 
drug trafficking in this country. If the HIDTA program withers and dies our collective 
efforts will be surely diminished.” Sacramento County Sheriff Lou Blanas has stated that 
in his 30 plus years of law enforcement experience (many in drug enforcement) he has 
“never seen a program operate so effectively in identifying and targeting the most 
significant drug violators. . ..then using all resources available to stifle the drug 
organization wrecking havoc on our communities. To cut back or eliminate the HIDTA 
makes no sense and is contrary to good law enforcement policy.” Fresno Police Chief 
Jerry Dyer. . .’Tf the HIDTA program in Fresno was eliminated it would set area law 
enforcement back 10 years and short circuit all the progress we’ve made at driving the 
major methamphetamine organizations out of business.” Fresno County Sheriff Richard 
Pierce states, “that to put the HIDTA program under the Department of Justice is flat out 
a bad idea. . .the reason the program works so well is a feeling of collective ownership by 
all parties. . . the OCDETF program does not have that same perception and ‘buy off.. 

We have been informed by numerous law enforcement officials and task force 
commanders that if HIDTA funds are eliminated or significantly reduced that it would be 
impossible to continue with the level of contributions they are making to drug 
enforcement efforts and the departments would need to realign their resources into other 
areas. 

2) “State and local agencies that cnrrently participate in the HIDTA program have to 
decide for themselves how many officers and how much equipment, office space or 
other resources to dedicate to HIDTA task forces or initiatives. They have to go 
through the same long-term bndget planning that the federal government does to reach 
these decisions. If each individual HIDTA’s federal budget were to fluctuate 
significantly each year, do you believe that that would make it more difficult for state 
and local agencies to commit their resources to HIDTA over the long term?” Yes. 
Budgeting/planning for state and local agencies is predicated on where the funding is coming 
from and how much stability is in any program. Committing resources long term budgeting, 
contracting, leasing, computer lines, etc. are commitments by the state and local agencies. 
With the stability of the HIDTA program the state and local law enforcement administrators 
have gained confidence that short of productivity issues that the HIDTA funds will be 
available to assist and they can do tong term planning. It is almost impossible to address any 
significant drug law enforcement challenge on a year to year basis. A more comprehensive 
long term approach is required. 

3) “The Administration has argued that the HIDTA Program now gives too little 
discretion to the federal government to redirect HIDTA resources to respond to the 
changing drug threat. They have stated that locking in each HIDTA’s budget every 
year means that the program cannot adapt when the drug traffickers adapt. Should the 
Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) have at least some discretion to 
reallocate the HIDTA budget? If so, what do you believe is the right amount of 
discretion, and how could that discretion best be used without unduly disrupting each 
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HIDTA’s operations?” One of the positive aspects of the HITDA program is its ability and 
flexibility to adapt to meet the regional drug threat. Each HIDTA has a slightly different 
drug threat they are addressing which caimot be properly addressed from a centralized 
district position. The issues can be more effectively managed at the regional level. For the 
federal government to indicate that they don’t have the discretion to respond to the changing 
drug threat is to not understand the HIDTA program. The key is that it is the federal 
government along with state and local government using its regional discretion to redirect 
HIDTA resources to respond to the regional drug threat which affects this nation. There 
should be a baseline for each HIDTA so they can do long-term planning and develop 
strategies over the years. However, ONDCP’s Bureau of State and Local Affairs, which 
manages the HIDTA Program, should be given some discretion each year to adjust the 
budgets based on an assessment of each HIDTA and the need to meet emerging national 
threats. This would put ONDCP and the HIDTA at the forefront in testing new programs and 
strategies and if successful seeking additional funding. The key for discretionary funding to 
be effective is to work with the various HIDTAs and mine the expertise available in every 
HIDTA in this country. In the past when ONDCP has received additional or supplemental 
funding there has been no interaction with the HIDTA directors or the Executive Boards. 
Thus some of the programs such as CPOT have been poorly managed from ONDCP. The 
HIDTA directors are in a perfect advisory position since they each are involved with federal, 
state and local law enforcement throughout the nation and interact with the top law 
enforcement leaders in this country as well as the officers implementing the drug stategy. 
What this has all meant for the Central Valley, CA HIDTA is simply this, our nine county 
region in the heart of California is primarily a mral farming region and through no fault of 
anyone became the “meth capitol” of the U.S. In 1999 the area was designated, our region 
was responsible for manufacturing around 50% of all the “methamphetamine” being 
consumed in the U.S. The term “super lab” was coined to describe the large scale 
commercial manufacturing clandestine laboratories operating in the Central Valley of 
California. In the year 2000, the first year of the HIDTA operation, 156 labs were seized of 
those 87 were “super labs”. Last year, 2004, only 95 labs were seized of which 6 were 
“super labs”. Still too much activity, but the decrease in labs in this region is a testament to 
the value and responsiveness of the HIDTA program. During this same time fi'ame the 
various federal agencies operating in this region have tried to increase staffing to address the 
problems with little to no success. Currently, the Eastern District of California, which 
includes 34 of California’s 54 counties and nearly % of its actual area, has the lowest number 
of federal agents per capita and for its geographic size than any other place in the U.S. 

4) “The Administration has proposed transferring the HIDTA program from the 
management of ONDCP to the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force 
(OCDETF) at the U.S. Department of Justice.” 

a) “Do you support this proposal? If not, why not?” We do not support this proposal for 

the following reasons: 

• OCDETF and HIDTA are different programs with different missions. 
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• Executive boards are made up of an equal number of state/local representatives, 
placing HIDTA under Justice would impact the representative nature of the board and 
give the Justice Department the perceived control of all board activity. 

• The HIDTA Program has worked extremely well and effectively under ONDCP’s 
Bureau of State and Local Affairs. Why make an unnecessary change that could 
negatively impact the programs effectiveness. 

• If HIDTA were to be moved to Justice, it would be difficult for Department of Justice 
to remain objective or certainly prevent the appearance and perception of neutrality 
and unbiased management of the program since Department of Justice (DEA, FBI, 
ATF and U.S. Marshals Service) vie for HIDTA Program resources. The true equal 
federal, state and local partnership would be destroyed. 

• Numerous age-old agency cultures and turf battles are surmounted daily in favor of 
more suitable cooperation and coordination among participating agencies. These 
significant and unprecedented outcomes would not occur if HIDTA were under the 
stewardship of a Justice agency. 

• Management of the program requires review of HIDTA threat assessments, strategies 
and budgets. Information gleaned from these processes gives the Bureau of State and 
Local Affairs a unique and accurate perspective of drug issues. Congressional 
wisdom in having ONDCP manage the HIDTA program has paid huge dividends for 
law enforcement and the American People. 

• The HIDTA program provides ONDCP’s Bureau of State and Local Affairs with a 
unique link to state and local criminal justice agencies, an often-overlooked 
commodity and partner in our fight against illicit drugs and drug-related crime. Many 
interagency meetings intended to enhance cooperation and coordination are attended 
by ONDCP solely because it manages the HIDTA Program. 

• The HIDTA Program has flourished largely because of grass roots support by state 
and local criminal justice agencies. This undaunted support comes chiefly because 
the program is managed by a neutral agency with no competing interests in the 
program resources. ONDCP provides the unbiased neutrality, real and perceived, 
necessary for law enforcement agencies to willingly participate in the program. 

• ONDCP’s Bureau of State and Local Affairs policy making and leadership roles are 
significantly enhanced by using the HIDTA Program as a primary vehicle to 
implement its national policies (i.e., connectivity between HIDTAs, National 
Clandestine Laboratory Seizure System, National Methamphetamine Initiative and 
other programs that directly impact national drug policy. 

• The HIDTA Program’s national scope provides an immediate pulse on regional drug 
trends and issues while enhancing the capability to implement policy nationwide. 


4 



664 


• HIDTA improves ONDCP’s Bureau of State and Local Affairs’ ability to promote 
cooperation and coordination among all levels of criminal justice agencies as well as 
law enforcement, prevention and treatment. 

• The HIDTA Program provides for an equal partnership between federal, state and 
local law enforcement leaders tailored for a regional approval and goals yet tied to the 
national mission. OCDETF is a federally run program not a partnership and focuses 
strictly on national issues. 

A task force commander in Sacramento, in referring to the HIDTA program said, “the 
best thing about HIDTA is that no one cares who gets the credit for the case. We are 
all there to put the bad guys in jail. No agencies, no hang-ups, just one big team with 
the same goal.” The Past President of the CA State Sheriffs Association has stated, 
“The reason state and local law enforcement has embraced the HIDTA program is 
that we are full partners with our federal counterparts in determining the direction of 
the initiatives. No other federally sponsored drug enforcement task force has that 
latitude and commitment. Keeping the program separated from a specific federal 
agency assures it autonomy and ultimate success.” 

b) “Do you believe that the state and local agencies you work with would prefer to 
work with the OCDETF program than with HIDTA as it currently exists?” Of 

course not! Since this proposal has gone forward, I have personally spoken to most of 
the agency heads in the C.V. HIDTA, including sheriffs, chiefs, district attorneys and 
drug unit commanders. To an individual none wants to be a part of the OCDETF 
program. I have also spoken to most of the federal partners in the C.V. HIDTA who also 
expressed concerns that putting HIDTA under OCDETF would have a negative impact 
on the program. 

Some comments from Central Valley, CA HIDTA partners: 

• “The Central Valley HIDTA has provided state and local law enforcement with the 
vehicle to bring all regional law enforcement to the table and focus on the major 
problem of methamphetamine laboratories in the Central Valley of California. None 
of us had the manpower or resources to address this massive enforcement problem on 
our own. In just a few years we’ve gotten a handle on these labs and we’re getting 
things turned around.” 

• “The Central Valley HIDTA provided us with the mechanism to bring aU area law 
enforcement together in a partnership to combat our areas major drug problem. The 
emphasis on intelligence, cooperation and inter-agency task forces has had a very 
positive effect on our efforts in this part of the country.” 


c) “What are the primary differences, in your opinion, between the OCDETF program 
and the current HIDTA program?” 
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• Task Forces: OCDETF’s nine regional “task forces” are non-operational, 
administrative bodies that are labeled task forces solely due to their varied federal 
participants. They do not perform any enforcement activities. HfDTA funded task 
forces are commingled, collocated, multi-agency, onerational units made up of 
federal, state and local officers with various missions that include, but are not limited 
to, money laundering, distribution, sales, interdiction, prosecution, violence, gangs 
and intelligence. The 355 HIDTA-fimded task forces across the country involve over 
12,000 personnel (2/3 of which are from state and local agencies.) 

• Intelligence and Support Activities: OCDETF has no intelligence capabilities of its 
own nor does it provide any intelligence to law enforcement. All intelligence resides 
within the member’s respective agency. OCDETF’s support activity is that of 
funding. It does not provide investigative support beyond prosecution and money. 
HIDTA has intelligence units that: 

o Have multiple local, state and federal as well as commercial databases with 
pointer indices to avoid duplicative investigative effort and enhance productivity 
o Provide post-seizure analysis 

o Offer deconfliction of cases, subjects and operational events ensuring officer and 
citizen safety 

o Are connected to national law enforcement cyber pipelines to ensure connectivity 
among HIDTAs and other law enforcement agencies 
o Produce annual threat assessments and special strategic reports 
o Have sub-committees and task force commanders from local, state and federal 
agencies to direct their activities 

o Provide analytical support through all phases of an investigation 
o Conduct pro-active intelligence activities to produce informants and develop 
cases 

• Funding: The $550 million OCDETF budget primarily funds approximately 4,000 
federal personnel outside their agency’s budget. These agents and personnel are 
assigned to their various divisional offices carrying out their respective agency’s 
mission relating to drug enforcement and under the direction of the special agent in 
charge of that office. A small percentage of the OCDETF budget directly helps fund 
OCDETF-designated investigations with overtime and travel money for state and 
local law enforcement. The $227 million of HIDTA funding in twenty-eight strategic 
regions goes to support: 

o 355 operational task forces (65% established by HIDTA) 
o 53 intelligence centers (all but one established by HIDTA) 
o 4,428 federal personnel 

o 8,459 state and local personnel of which 1,996 are directly funded by the HIDTA 
Program 

The fact that funding can be distributed among local, state and federal agencies at the 
Executive Board’s direction allows for fiscal flexibility which would be unavailable 
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within the Department of Justice. 

• Structure: OCDETF is a program for federal agencies and managed by a federal 
agency, Department of Justice. The majority of its funding is designated for full time 
federal employees distributed among participating federal agencies (see above). No 
funding is provided for sustained analytical/intelligence support, equipment or case 
development (prior to OCDETF designation). It has no operational task forces, 
pointer indices or intelligence capability. Non-federal agencies are not represented in 
their administrative task forces. HIDTAs are governed by executive boards that 
contain an equal number of state/local law enforcement agency heads and federal 
agency administrators. These partnerships_produce regional threat assessments, 
develop strategies to attack the threat and implement the strategies with operational 
task forces. They decide the level of funding for each task force and assess results 
annually. Task force commanders are selected from agencies participating in HIDTA 
and lead commingled, collocated officers and analytical personnel in their 
investigative effort. The task forces are continually monitored for efficiency and 
effectiveness by the Executive Board. Each task force and ultimately each HIDTA 
must report their success through 0MB compatible performance measures. 

• Operations: OCDETF designated investigations are submitted to OCDETF by 
federal, state and local agencies and/or task forces. The designation is generally for 
funding assistance and the assignment of prosecutors on a case by case basis. The 
OCDETF- funded federal positions are assigned to work within their respective 
federal offices throughout the United States. Unlike OCDETF, HIDTA task forces 
actually develop and open cases, provide and share intelligence and informants that 
leads to OCDETF investigations and support for other OCDETF cases across the 
country. HIDTA proactively identifies, targets, investigates and attempts to dismpt or 
dismantle international, multi-state and local drug trafficking organizations. 

• Flexibility: OCDETF cases are generally major DTOs only brought to them by 
federal agencies. OCDETF doesn’t target threats or maintain the flexibility to 
address problems such as prescription drugs, club drugs, clandestine labs, steroids, 
etc. HIDTA retains the flexibility to both target major DTOS but also address 
regional threats that are identified such as methamphetamine and clandestine labs. 
Meth labs have been a major threat of many HIDTAs. 

5) “Current ONDCP operation guidelines for the HIDTA program require that each 
HIDTA divide full voting authority on its executive board between federal agency 
representatives on one hand, and state and local agency representatives on the other. 
The Administration has apparently not yet decided whether OCDETF would maintain 
this practice if given control of the HIDTA program.” 

a) “Does your HIDTA currently comply with this directive? If not, why not?” The 

Central Valley, CA HIDTA does comply with this directive and each member of the 
Executive Board has full voting authority. However, the C.V. HIDTA, by choice of its 
Executive Board, is made up of nine state and local representatives and seven federal 
representatives. This was done in order that the board more accurately represented the 
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commitments of the participating agencies, i.e. the C.V. HIDTA has approximately 120 
full time participants. Approximately 100 of these are from approximately twenty (20) 
state or local agencies while approximately 20 are from four (4) federal agencies. The 
C.V. HIDTA requested an exemption to the ONDCP recommended guidelines and has 
received an exemption every year since 2001. This configuration has served the agencies 
and community well. 

b) “How important is this 50/50 balance on the execntive board to the overall snccess of 
your HIDTA? If that balance were eliminated and federal agencies were given 
majority control of each HIDTA, would that have a negative impact on the 
HIDTAs? If so, how?” One of the primary keys to the success of the HIDTA Program 
is that there are relatively balanced executive boards between federal, state and local law 
enforcement leaders giving each an equal voice and ownership of the program. If this 
balance were eliminated and federal agencies would take control, it would become just 
another federal program and many state and local participants would eventually leave. 
State and local law enforcement would probably not embrace the program, would not 
have ownership and thus would not have the commitment. The state and local resources 
to the HIDTA Program far outweigh what the federal government has committed. The 
HIDTA Program partners with state and local law enforcement to address the drug 
problem regionally but join the federal government’s national drug strategy also 
nationally. 

6) “Do you believe that the uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA program created by the 
Administration’s proposals has itself bad a negative impact on your HIDTA’s 
programs? For example, could that uncertainty make it more difficult to hire or retain 
new personnel for your HIDTA’s administrative officers, or make it more difficult to 
obtain personnel, resource, or other commitments from state, local or federal agencies 
participating in your HIDTA?” Yes, it has had a significant negative impact on the 
HIDTA Program. Agencies are reluctant to sign contracts, make any commitments past this 
calendar year and employees worried about their jobs are seeking employment elsewhere. 

This has been very disruptive. Task foree officers and support personnel are concerned 
whether the task force will be in existenee and are reluctant to commit to long term drug 
trafficking organization investigations. The proposal has affected morale for those who have 
worked so hard to make the HIDTA Program a success. The men and women on the street 
doing the work feel as if they have been given a severe blow. The proposal has created some 
sense of separation between those members of the board in Justice who, for the most part, 
understandably refrain from getting involved in this issue. This has put a strain on 
relationships and communications between our state/local and federal agencies and will need 
some mending for the future. The future is now in the hands of Congress and most feel 
Congress will do the right thing. 
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HIDTA’S EFFORT AGAINST METHAMPHETAMINE 
INTRODUCTION: 

The results of the performance measurements for 2004 have left no doubts 
concerning HIDTA’s effectiveness in targeting, disrupting and dismantling major 
international, multi-state and local drug trafficking organizations. However, many 
leaders and citizens are equally concerned about the rising methamphetamine 
problem in various areas of this country. They want to know how the government is 
addressing the problem and if HIDTA is involved. This paper will attempt to 
answer those questions in a clear and concise manner using a question and answer 
format. 

QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES: 
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Question; Does HIDTA address the methamphetamine distribution and 
manufacturing problem in this nation? 

Response: Yes. HIDTA is the only national entity that has targeted the 
distribution and manufacture of methamphetamine in a comprehensive, 
coordinated and multi-faceted approach. HIDTA's efforts vary from dismantling 
small mobile labs to dismantling major international drug trafficking 
organizations primarily involved in the distribution of methamphetamine. 

However, not all HIDTAs address the methamphetamine problem. It is not a 
major problem in all regions of the country. The uniqueness of the HIDTA 
Program is its ability to adapt to the regional drug threat. Half of the HIDTAs 
have identified a significant methamphetamine drug threat and have developed a 
strategy to combat the problem. 

Question; Does HIDTA target drug trafficking organizations that 
distribute methamphetamine? 

Response; Yes. Many of the drug trafficking organizations (DTOs) are 
polydrug. They might traffic in cocaine, methamphetamine, marijuana, and 
heroin. However, there are drug trafficking organizations that primarily 
distribute methamphetamine. In 2004, the HIDTA Program dismantled or 
disrupted 744 drug trafficking organizations that were primarily engaged in 
distributing methamphetamine. In 2004, the HIDTAs were responsible for 
removing over 4 tons of methamphetamine and ‘ice’ with a wholesale value of 
approximately 80 million dollars from the streets of America. In 2004, the 
Appalachia HIDTA targeted 26 drug trafficking organizations dealing primarily 
in methamphetamine and was able to dismantle or disrupt 24. The North Texas 
HIDTA Northern Drug Squad initiated an investigation into a drug trafficking 
organization distributing methamphetamine which was approved as an OCDETF 
case and designated Operation White Mercury. This case involved not only the 


PO Box 25314 Ale;<andri3. Va. 22315-6314 • 703.400.0708 • wvAv.hidOdifOC'ors.org • cortacl@hid!adirec!ors,( 



669 


D 

National HIDTA Directors Association 

distribution of methamphetamine but the manufacturing of meth, including one 
“super lab” that the suspect admitted made over 100 pounds during a nine-month 
period. The case also involved the investigation and seizure of precursors and 
chemicals and resulted in the DTO being dismantled. The Gulf States HIDTA 
targeted and dismantled an Alabama drug trafficking organization distributing 
‘ice.’ This investigation received the OCDETF Case of the Year Award for the 
middle district of Alabama. 

• Question: Besides the distribution of methamphetamine, is HIDTA 
involved in targeting the manufacturing of methamphetamine? 

Response: Many of the HIDTAs have teams that specifically address the 
manufacturing of methamphetamine. In the HIDTAs that don’t have specific 
teams, many of their task forces are specially trained to handle dismantling 
clandestine lab operations. In the Midwest HIDTA, Nebraska has a clandestine 
lab response team and Kansas has a retail meth watch program as well as the 
Kansas Bureau of Investigation Enforcement Initiative, which handles 
clandestine labs. Midwest HIDTA also supports the Iowa Division of Narcotics 
Enforcement Clandestine Laboratory Emergency Response Team. The Central 
Valley California HIDTA has two teams established to specifically address 
methamphetamine and clandestine labs. Northern California HIDTA also has a 
“clan lab-specific” team and Houston HIDTA has the Methamphetamine 
Initiative Group. The Nevada HIDTA has the Southern Nevada Joint 
Methamphetamine Task Force. Ohio HIDTA has the Akron/Summit County 
Methamphetamine Team. Arizona HIDTA has the Maricopa County 
Clandestine Methamphetamine Task Force which rescued 57 children from 
“meth labs.” 

In 2004, HIDTA-supported task forces seized and dismantled 5,065 clandestine 
lab operations. These labs were capable of producing $51,742,002 worth of 
methamphetamine in just one “cook.” That is 51% of all labs seized throughout 
the nation in 2004 as reported by the National Clandestine Laboratory Seizure 
System (CLSS). These same HIDTAs were involved in locating and clearing 
2,663 clandestine lab hazardous waste dumpsites (66% of all dumpsites 
nationwide), and seizing 1,703 partial clandestine labs (46% of the nation’s 
total). 

• Question: Does the HIDTA Program address the precursors and chemicals 
used in the manufacture of methamphetamine? 

Response: This is probably the cornerstone of the HIDTA domestic clandestine 
lab strategy. In 2004, the HIDTAs targeted 7,869 transactions of precursors and 
essential chemicals. In many states, the HIDTA Program has been instrumental 
in securing legislation tightening the control of precursors and essential 
chemicals. HIDTAs have been heavily involved in educating retailers about 
ephedrine and pseudoephedrine as it relates to the 
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manufacturing of methamphetamine. HIDTA task forces identify and 
investigate suppliers of precursors and chemicals. The Midwest HIDTA’s 
Kansas Retail Meth Watch is designed to prevent and limit the sales of 
pseudoephedrine to manufacturers. Central Valley California HIDTA has a 
precursor vendor program that investigates suspicious precursor and essential 
chemical transactions. In 2004, 915 of those transactions were investigated. 

The Houston Methamphetamine Initiative Group has as one of its primary 
missions to target and arrest individuals and rogue chemical suppliers who are 
providing chemicals emd laboratory equipment for the illicit manufacture of 
methamphetamine. The Northwest HIDTA funds and operates a 
methamphetamine hotline to allow citizens to assist law enforcement efforts 
regarding methamphetamine distribution, manufacturing and the sources for 
precursors and essential chemicals. These strategies have been effective in 
reducing the number of labs because of difficulties in securing the essential 
ingredients. 

However, HIDTA’s primary weapon against the precursors and essential 
chemicals is funded out of the Southwest HIDTA California Border Alliance 
Group in San Diego. This HIDTA Program is the National Methamphetamine 
Chemicals Initiative (NMCI). This is a national anti-methamphetamine 
manufacturing strategy, intelligence-sharing and training initiative. The program 
funds three coordinators: one for California, one for Nevada, Arizona, and New 
Mexico and the other for Montana, Wyoming, Utah, and Colorado. NMCI has 
three primary missions: 

1 . Work with its members to improve support of chemical investigations. 

2. Coordinate actual investigations. 

3. Promote information-sharing and law enforcement training. 

The National Methamphetamine Chemicals Initiative has been instrumental in 
bringing law enforcement together through its regional meetings and national 
conferences to share information and plan strategies against the distribution and 
manufacturing of methamphetamine. NMCI played a key role in the 
pseudoephedrine controls implemented by Canada. They also played a key role 
in developing and instituting the National Clan Lab Seizure System located in El 
Paso, Texas. It was at one of the NMCI conferences held in Canada, along with 
Operation North Star, that gave rise to one of the larger cases involving a major 
Canadian supplier of pseudoephedrine to the United States. 

• Question: Training for these types of investigations, especially clandestine 
labs, is critical. Does HIDTA get involved in that aspect of the strategy? 
Response: As indicated above, the National Methamphetamine Chemicals 
Initiative is involved in training, especially in the area of precursor/chemical 
investigations. Individual HIDTAs are responsible for much of the “clan lab” 
training in many of the regions. This training includes clandestine lab 
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safety certification, recertification “clan lab” investigation, first responder and 
site safety officer courses. Without the training provided by HIDTA, many 
officers would have been unable to secure and dismantle clandestine labs safely 
and, in fact, would be in violation of OSHA regulations. Without training 
provided by HIDTA, many of the first responders would have no idea about the 
toxic and dangerous environment they have encountered. The Michigan HIDTA 
alone provided five clandestine lab safety certification courses and two site 
safety officer schools for their region. Rocky Mountain HIDTA developed its 
own “clan lab” safety certification school and offers four courses a year. 
Additionally in 2004, Rocky Mountain HIDTA, with the Colorado Regional 
Community Policing Institute (CRCPI), trained over 1,500 first responders and 
3,000 citizens on the dangers of methamphetamine. 

• Question: Is HIDTA involved in the drug endangered children (D.E.C.) 
movement? 

Response: The drug endangered children movement involving children found 
in methamphetamine labs was initiated in Butte County, California and has 
spread. The movement was sporadic and not well coordinated. In 2002, Rocky 
Mountain HIDTA initiated a statewide drug endangered children program which 
led to the Colorado Coalition for Drug Endangered Children. That program, 
along with California, Utah, Washington, Arizona, New Mexico and Oklahoma, 
formed under the umbrella of HIDTA’s National Methamphetamine Chemicals 
Initiative to coordinate and educate others about drug endangered children. 

These seven states along with HIDTA’s NMCI formed a national board and 
sponsored the first national drug endangered children conference held in Denver 
in 2004. Approximately 400 people attended, including thirty-eight states of the 
nation and two Canadian provinces. This resulted in the formation of the 
National Alliance for Drug Endangered Children. 

CONCLUSION: 

President Thomas Gorman of the National HIDTA Director’s Association 
states, “What should be considered in making an informed decision about the 
proposed reduction of funds (57%) to the HIDTA Program and/or its move to DOJ 
is what this will mean to our country’s anti-methamphetamine strategy and effort. 
Based upon the information provided above, transfer or reduction of the HIDTA 
Program will severely restrict and limit America’s endeavor to combat the spread of 
methamphetamine production. That is not to imply other agencies are not fulfilling 
their role, but there is no entity that has played a more significant role in a 
coordinated federal, state and local strategy targeting all aspects of the 
methamphetamine problem in this country than HIDTA.” 

Captain Baker of the Summit County Drug Unit in Ohio states, “With the 
overwhelming support of the Ohio HIDTA since its inception in 2001, 1 feel that the 
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Akron/Summit County HIDTA initiative has become one of the most successful and 
productive initiatives in the nation. I believe that if we lose our HIDTA support, we 
are doomed. With our level of drug traffickers and our high number of 
methamphetamine labs, we cannot afford to go back where we were in the ‘90’s.” 

Major Richard Townsend, Utah Department of Public Safety states, “The 
Rocky Mountain HIDTA Program is the main reason why the state of Utah is no 
longer one of the top-producing methamphetamine sites per capita in the entire 
country...” 

Sheriff Aaron Kennard of Salt Lake County, Utah adds, “In the late 90’s, 
clandestine lab manufacturing methamphetamine was a major drug threat in the state 
of Utah. . . HIDTA has helped implement the strategy to provide training, 
information sharing, expertise, investigative and safety equipment and other 
resources. The results speak for themselves.” 

Commander Lori Moriarty, North Metro Task Force, Colorado, states, 
“HIDTA served as a problem-solving facilitator to drug unit commanders in 
Colorado addressing the clandestine lab problem. During the latter six months of 
2002, a comprehensive strategy was developed to address precursor chemical 
controls, drug endangered children, response protocols, hazardous site clean-up and 
training reporting to EPIC and enhanced legislation.” 

Is there any question as to whether the HIDTA Program has effectively 
addressed this country’s methamphetamine problem? 

TG:mb 
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April 7, 2005 

Chairman Mark Souder 
Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, 

Drug and Human Resources 
B-373 Rayburn Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Chairman Souder: 

In response to your questions you submitted, the Lake County HIDTA is providing you 
our submission and to make this part of your written records. The Lake County HIDTA 
thanks you for this opportunity to provide you with what we feel are more than 
justification to continue with HIDTAs, which has proven to be a successful program. 


1. Although each High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) receives a 
certain amount of money from the federai government to help fund its 
activities, state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA have also 
agreed to dedicate their own resources to HIDTA task forces and initiatives - 
in the form of personnel, equipment, office space, etc. Some of those 
contributions are reimbursed by federal funds, but not all. 

a. What is the approximate dollar value of all un-reimbursed state and 
local contributions to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA? 

• Lake County HIDTA receives contributions from state and local 

agencies of more than 1 .6 million dollars, which underscores the value 
of this HIDTA to its identified area of operation. Included in the 
contribution of resources are: rent free occupancy of facilities, no 
utility payments for facilities, 15 un-reimbursed task force officers, 
insurance for 38 HIDTA vehicles, banking, bookkeeping, and payroll 
services with no direct or indirect charges to HIDTA. HIDTA funding, 
unlike other federal grants requires no matching dollars from state and 
local participants. If it did require the common one quarter match, 
local agencies would have exceeded that requirement by $900,000 
with a conservative estimate of state and local contributions to Lake 
County HIDTA of $1,656,1 18 per year. 
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b. What is the approximate dollar value of all reimbursed contributions 
of federal law enforcement agencies to HIDTA initiatives in your 
HIDTA? 

• The approximate value of un-reimbursed federal contributions is over 
2 million dollars. Federal agencies tasked with combating the far- 
reaching narcotic problem caused by Lake County individuals and 
organizations, recognized the potential of the Lake County HIDTA. 
The recognition of this potential results in annual contributions in 
personnel, overtime, and vehicles that exceed $2,158,000 annually 
from Federal agencies. 

c. Do you believe that, if your HIDTA’s federal program funds were 
reduced or eliminated, that the state and local agencies participating 
in the HIDTA would continue to make al those un-reimbursed 
contributions, or wouid they be likely to put those resources 
elsewhere? 

• Yes, if program funds were reduced or eliminated, the locally invested 
resources would be proportionately reduced and/or eliminated. The 
current method of HIDTA funding is perhaps the definitive example of 
successful dollar leveraging. Without the coordination and operational 
dollars provided by HIDTA resources, there would be no vehicle in 
which to invest. Fiscal prudence, now essential in Lake County’s 
depressed economy, would dictate the investment of local resources in 
entities that provide measurable returns. Lake County HIDTA, with 
its measurable outcomes has provided the incentive needed for local 
resource investment. Without those results, continued participation 
could not be justified. 

2. State and local agencies that currently participate in the HIDTA program 
have to decide for themselves how many officers and how much equipment, 
office space or other resources to dedicate to HIDTA task forces or 
initiatives. They have to go through the same long-term budget planning 
that the federal government does to reach these decisions. If each individual 
HIDTA’s federal budget were to fluctuate significantly each year, do you 
believe that that would make it more difficult of state and local agencies to 
commit their resources to HIDTA over the long term? 

• Definitely, Lake County HIDTA would be particularly affected by the 
instability of federal funding. The downward spiraling of the local 
economy based on heavy industry dictates the need for reliability of 
incoming federal resources. The currently committed local resources 
were provided under the belief that HIDTA funding, although not 
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unending, was a commitment based on a problem, that although 
greatly impacted by HIDTA, remains. Local agencies simply carmot 
afford the commitment of resources and dollar leveraging that the 
HIDTA and federal funds provide. Fluctuation of funding, which 
would not be consistent with the severity of the constant threat in Lake 
County, would make long-term local economic planning impossible. 

3. The Administration has argued that the HIDTA program now gives too little 
discretion to the federal government to redirect HIDTA resources to respond 
to the changing drug threat. They have stated that locking each HIDTA’s 
budget every year means that the HIDTA cannot adapt when drug 
traffickers adapt. Should the Office of National Drug Control Policy 
(ONDCP) have at least some discretion to reallocate the HIDTA budget? If 
so, what do you believe is the right amount of discretion, and how could that 
discretion best be used without unduly disrupting HIDTA’s operations? 

• Contrarily, by definition and legislation ONDCP wields a huge amount 
of authority, which translates to discretion. The discretionary 
authority of ONDCP is very much in evidence before the fact, as 
budgets are assimilated, prepared and finalized, according to the 
program guidance prepared by ONDCP. Additionally, 04 
supplemental funding was made available for the financing of specific 
law enforcement activities, the need for which was identified by 
ONDCP. The current autonomy of each HIDTA, to address the most 
severe problems in their identified area, is the foremost strength of the 
program. ONDCP has the potential for input throughout the planning 
and preparatory stages of budgeting; more discretion than that would 
negatively impact the core strength of the program. 

HIDTAs, inadequately characterized as an “umbrella”, under which 
partnerships would be formed, much more closely demonstrate the 
attributes of an “amalgamator”. HIDTAs have turned the allies of 
federal, state, and local agencies into alloys — making a by far stronger 
enforcement instrument. A fundamental strength of HIDTAs is 
continuously acquiring input and feed back from the plethora of 
federal, state, and local agencies united in their co-identified mission. 
Their knowledge of, and ability to address the emerging and 
extenuating tentacles of the narcotics problem in their own area of 
responsibility, carmot be even remotely approached from a distant hill. 

4. During the hearing, we discussed the current ONDCP operating guideline for 
the HIDTA program that requires each HIDTA divide full voting authority 
on its executive board between federal agencies on one hand, and state and 
local agency representatives on the other. Can you confirm that your 
HIDTA currently complies with this directive? 
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a) “Do you support this proposal? If not, why not?” 

• I do not support transferring HIDTA program management to 
OCDETF. 

First comes to mind the intrinsic and deeply rooted differences 
between a federal funding mechanism (OCEDETF), and a program 
that predominantly addresses the improvement of the ability to counter 
drug trafficking through joint efforts of regional federal, state, and 
local law enforcement agencies (HIDTA). 

Although “improvement of ability”, is certainly addressed in part, with 
adequate funding, HIDTA, under ONDCP management, has addressed 
and succeeded in many more aspects leading to effective counter drug 
trafficking. 

Because OCEDETF is comprised of and works with, primarily federal 
agencies, the titanic work done by so many, Irom so many different 
agencies, for so tong, appear to have been done in vain. The solidarity 
approach to the problem, as it now exists in HIDTAs, would disappear 
as the autonomy of each agency when competing for funding, 
reappears. The current leadership and administration of the HIDTA 
program has gone to great lengths to assure the primary ingredient of 
equality at the table between federal, state, and local agencies. The 
success of the program can be attributed to that essential solidarity 
ingredient. ONDCP has succeeded where other entities on the national 
level have failed miserably, resulting in an increased threat to the 
security of the homeland. 

Arguably, OCEDETF could expand its organizational parameters from 
its current role as yeah or naysayer, when responding to requests for 
funding; they could embrace state and locals, with regard for the 
insight they offer into the cause and effect of problems in the regions 
they serve. The question then becomes, “What benefit would there be 
from such alteration when the mechanism already exists to address the 
varied drug trafficking problems in many areas. Would it be a move 
for the sake of a move, or for the sake of something else? 

b) “Do you believe that the state and local agencies you work with would 
prefer to work with the OCDETF program than with HIDTA as it currently 
exists?” 


• No, with the advent of HIDTA, for the first time, state and local 
agencies felt they were given the same deference as the federal law 
enforcement agencies. HIDTA was able not only to bring all to the 
same table, but bring information from all to the same intelligence 
sharing instrument (ISC). There was meaningful gain on both ends of 
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the law enforcement spectrum from a partnership based on 
cooperation, not on coercion. Pulling the HIDTA rug out from under 
the state and locals, when it has been a trustworthy investment for 
them, will create extensive damage to the strong new HIDTA-based 
consortium of enforcement. The state and locals would be once again 
frustrated with the inability to obtain resources that are accessible and 
versatile. Not only will they not welcome OCDETF, they do not want 
the proposed change. 

5. Do you believe that the uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA program 

created by the Administration’s proposals has itself had a negative impact on 
your HIDTA’s programs? For example, could that uncertainty make it more 
difficult to hire or retain new personnel for your HIDTA’s administrative 
offlces, or make it difflcult to obtain personnel, resource, or other 
commitments from state, local, or federal agencies participating in your 
HIDTA? 

a) “Does your HIDTA currently comply with this directive? If not, why 
not?” 


• Yes, unlike other HIDTAs, Lake County HIDTA consists on a one 
county region. Although Lake County HIDTA was granted an 
exception, by ONDCP, to the Executive Board composition 
requirement, it maintained a fully divided voting authority. Instead of 
the 1 6 member Executive Board, Lake County HIDTA was permitted 
to operate with two less seats, one federal and one state or local as they 
endeavor to meet the numeric requirement. The current representation 
of Lake County HIDTA is presented below: 

FEDERAL SEATS STATE AND LOCAL SEATS 


DEA - ASAC Dennis Wicherm, Chairman 

FBI - SAC Keith Lourdeau 

USAO - Joseph Van Bokkelen 

US Marshal Service - David Murlaugh 

ATF - Christopher Sadowski, SAC 

USSS - David Fisher, SAC 

IRS - Scott Rebein, Criminal Investigations 


Gary P.D. - Chief Garnett Watson, Vice Chairman 
LAKE CO. SHERIFF - Rogelio “Roy” Dominguez 
Hammond P.D. - Brian Miller, Chief 
East Chicago P.D. -Angelo Machuca, Chief 
Hobart P.D. - Brian Snedecor, Chief 
Lake County Prosecutor - Bernard Carter 
Indiana State Police - Robert Rich, Captain 
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b) “How important is this 50/50 balance on the executive board to the overall 
success of your HIDTA? If that balance were eliminated and federal 
agencies were given majority control of each HIDTA, would that have a 
negative impact on the HIDTAs? If so, how?” 

• That balance has been incredibly important to the overall success of 
Lake County HIDTA. There is instance after instance where either the 
federal members or the state and locals have been critical in helping to 
grasp the bigger picture of any problem, be it operational or 
administrative in nature. 

On the operational side, many resources have become available to both 
federally led and locally led investigations. Equipment, intelligence, 
man power, and knowledge of federal and state law have been shared 
leading to immense gains in productivity. 

On the administrative side, both have offered best practice know-how 
to overcome problems and situations that were deterrents to mutual 
success. 

HIDTA has broken down the walls of individual and institutional self- 
importance that impede success. Lake County HIDTA is not the FBI, 
DEA, ATF, the Sheriff, the Chief, the Captain but rather we are Mark, 
Dave, Dan, Lessie, Rogelio, Angelo, Jennifer, demonstrating 
professional camaraderie — working with the same mission. If the 
balance was eliminated HIDTA would stand to lose one half of its 
partnership. . .one half of a partnership leaves one standing alone. 

6) “Do you believe that the uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA program 

created by the Administration’s proposals has itself had a negative impact on 
your HIDTA’s programs? For example, could that uncertainty make it more 
difficult to hire or retain new personnel for your HIDTA’s administrative 
officers, or make it more difficult to obtain personnel, resource, or other 
commitments from state, local or federal agencies participating in your 
HIDTA?” 


• Yes, since the day the Administration’s proposal was announced I 
have seen the negative impact on the Lake County HIDTA. Along 
with other cuts included in the proposal, the feeling of frustration and 
futility are apparent everywhere. 

The negative impact is by much more far-reaching than the inability to 
add or retain administrative staff The proposal, cutting HIDTA and 
other viable law enforcement tools, exacerbates the threat in Lake 
County. 
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The uncertainty surrounding the continuation of HIDTA gives cause to 
question the Administration’s commitment to the quality of life in 
urban areas. The quality of life in Lake County has been significantly 
improved because of HIDTA and other, in peril, programs. Quality of 
life in Lake County is not “a chicken in every pot” but rather a 
neighborhood without a shot. Literally the per-capita murder rate, in 
the city that carried the infamous title of Murder Capital of World, 
Gary, Indiana, has been lowered consecutively since the HIDTA 
designation of Lake County. 

Strict adherence to program guidelines and the resultant success seen 
from the program, seem to be of no consequence as long as HIDTA 
remains on the block. That fact alone constitutes an enormous 
negative impact on Lake County HIDTA. 



Leo Arreguin, Jr. 
Director 

Lake County HIDTA 
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SOUTHWEST BORDER HIDTA 
423 EXECUTIVE CENTER BLVD 
EL PASO, TEXAS 79902 
PHONE 91S-838-8S4S/FAX: 915 - 838-8568 


April 5, 2005 
#200-4-4-05 


The Honorable Mark Souder 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, 

Drug Policy and Human Resources 
B-373 Rayburn Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Chairman Souder: 

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to provide a written response for the 
Subcommittee’s Hearing, “FY 2006 Drug Control Budget and the Byrne Grant, HIDTA 
and other law enforcement programs; Are we jeopardizing federal, state and local 
cooperation?” 

Attached are my responses to your questions. If you or your staff should have any 
questions or desire additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me or my 
staff and we will gladly assist you. 

Sincerely, 

/signed/ 

Terence M. Azbill 
Executive Director, 

Southwest Border HIDTA 


Attachment: 1 
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COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE, DRUG POLICY AND 
HUMAN RESOURCES 


“FY 2006 Drug Control Budget and the Byrne Grant, HIDTA, and other law 
enforcement programs: Are we jeopardizing federal, state and local cooperation?” 

MARCH 10, 2005 

Response to questions for the written record for Mr. Terence Azbill, Director, 
Southwest Border HIDTA 


Questions: 

1. Although each High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) receives a 
certain amount of money from the federal government to help fund its 
activities, state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA have also 
agreed to dedicate their own resources to HIDTA task forces and initiatives 
in the form of personnel, equipment, office space, etc. Some of those 
contributions are reimbursed by federal funds, but not all. 

a. What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed state and 
local contributions to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA? 


State and Local Contributions 



Reimbursed 

Unreimbursed 

Total Contribution 

CBAG 

$7,926,596.00 

$6,407,004.00 

$14,333,600.00 

Arizona 

$9,616,780.00 

$26,225,220.00 

$35,842,000.00 

New Mexico 

$5,774,660.00 

$10,372,191.00 

$16,146,851.00 

West Texas 

$5,861,238.00 

$451,136.00 

$6,312,374.00 

South Texas 

$6,005,828.00 

$18,106,347.00 

$24,112,175.00 

Southwest Border 

$840,072.00 

$0.00 

$840,072.00 

Totals 

$36,025,174.00 

^iii61 .898.00 

$97,587,072.00 


Note: (1) Reimbursed column Ogures provided by the 2004 Budget Digest 

Note: (2) Unreimbursed column derived from subtracting Reimbursed Contribution column 
from the Total Contribution column 

Note: (3) Total Contribution column is derived from the Regions. 

Note: (4) The amounts reported by the Southwest Border included fifty percent of the 
Training Initiative ($20,000) and of the Special Projects Initiative ($417,288) 


Southwest Border HIDTA 
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b. What is the approximate dollar value of all reimbursed contributions 
of federal law enforcement agencies to HIDTA initiatives in your 
HIDTA? 


Federal Contributions 



Reimbursed 

Unreimbursed 

Total Contribution 

CBAG 

$2,981,105.00 

$51,393,895.00 

$54,375,000.00 

Arizona 

$1,526,079.00 

$27,983,921.00 

$29,510,000.00 

New Mexico 

$1,783,464.00 

$1,568,236,00 

$3,351,700.00 

West Texas 

$1,619,283.00 

$42,363,067.00 

$43,982,350.00 

South Texas 

$2,423,600.00 

$23,120,400.00 

$25,544,000.00 

Southwest Border 

$598,744.00 

$104,219.00 

$702,963.00 

Totals 

$10,932,275.00 

$146,533,738.00 

$157,466,013.00 


Note: (1) Reimbursed column Hgures provided by the Regions 


Note: (2) Unreimbursed column derived from subtracting Reimbursed Contribution column 
from the Total Contribution column 

Note: (3) Total Contribution column is derived from 2004 Budget Digest 

Note: (4) The amounts reported by the Southwest Border included flfty percent of the 
Training Initiative ($20,000) and of the Special Projects Initiative ($417,288) 


Note: (5) The amounts reported by the Southwest Border included Unreimbursed expenses 
by NDIC for senior analyst position assigned to the SWB HIDTA. 


SWB HIDTA Resources leveraged by HIDTA Funds, Return on 
Investment 


state & Leveraged 

HIDTA Local Federal Total Agency Return on 

Funding Agency Agency Resources Investment 


2004 

$46,957,449 

$136,788,400 

$171,200,869 

$307,989,269 

2005 





2006 






Investment 

(ROI) 

656% 


Note: (1) Leveraged Resources Includes all agency resources (salaries, overtime, facilities, 
services, equipment, etc.) committed to the HIDTA initiatives but not funded by HIDTA. 

Note: (2) Leveraged ROI demonstrates the agency resources committed to the HIDTA 
mission per every dollar spent by HIDTA. 

c. Do you believe that, if your HIDTA’s federal program funds were 
reduced or eliminated, that the state and local agencies participating 
in the HIDTA would continue to make all those unreimbursed 
contributions, or would they be likely to put those resources 
elsewhere? 
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/ do not believe that state and local agencies which are participating in the HIDTA 
Program would, or could, continue to participate at their current level. 

The vast majority of state and local law enforcement agencies within the Southwest 
Border HIDTA believe that it is a joint responsibility (federal, state and local 
agencies) to halt the flow of illegal substances entering the US across the Southwest 
Border. They are happy to provide this cooperation and assistance, but not at the 
sole expense of their respective constituents. Without the continued federal funding 
in the HIDTA Program, most if not all state and local law enforcement agencies 
would have to drastically reduce their level of assistance and participation. 

An example of this occurred when state and local prosecutors along the southwest 
border determined that they no longer could afford to prosecute Federal narcotics 
cases without substantial reimbursement of costs. 

Subsequently, Congress appropriated separate monies to address these prosecutorial 
issues along the southwest border. 

2. State and local agencies that currently participate in the HIDTA program 
have to decide for themselves how many officers and how much equipment, 
office space or other resources to dedicate to HIDTA task forces or 
initiatives. They have to go through the same long-term budget planning 
that the federal government does to reach these decisions. If each individual 
HIDTA’s federal budget were to fluctuate significantly each year, do you 
believe that that would make it more difficult of state and local agencies to 
commit their resources to HIDTA over the long term? 

Absolutelyl 

State and local governments find it extremely difficult to support any program whose 
budget fluctuates a great deal on an annual basis. In the past, the relative stability of 
the HIDTA Program, allowed state and local law enforcement administrators the 
ability to do long-term planning. Participating agencies accept the fact that the 
budgets may fluctuate slightly and are prepared to deal with those changes. 

However, a budget that fluctuates greatly from year to year will severely limit the 
ability of any state or local government to jtistijy its continued support and 
participation in the HIDTA Program. 

Without the continued cooperation, support and participation of the state and local 
agencies within the HIDTA Program, the ability of the United States to achieve the 
current level of success in limiting the amount of illegal substances crossing into the 
US within the Southwest Border HIDTA area will be critically impacted. 

All programs, whether Federal, state or local, are funded based upon achievements. 
When funding drastically fluctuates on an annual basis, achievements also fluctuate 
and subsequently, the ability of law enforcement to justify participation or expansion 
to their constituents, is adversely affected. 
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3. The Administration has argued that the HIDTA program now gives too little 
discretion to the federal government to redirect HIDTA resources to respond 
to the changing drug threat. They have stated that locking each HIDTA’s 
budget every year means that the HIDTA cannot adapt when drug 
traffickers adapt. Should the Office of National Drug Control Policy 
(ONDCP) have at least some discretion to reallocate the HIDTA budget? If 
so, what do you believe is the right amount of discretion, and how could that 
discretion best be used without unduly disrupting HIDTA’s operations? 

I believe that ONDCP must have some ability and discretion to direct utilization of 
funds based upon National Program requirements. However, I don ’t believe that 
ONDCP should have the authority to reduce the baseline funding level of any HIDTA 
without Congressional review and concurrence. Additionally, ONDCP needs the 
ability to take supplemental funding provided by Congress, and allocate it to a 
specific HIDTA or specific need. These supplemental funds should not become part 
of any HIDTAs baseline funding but should remain available yearly for ONDCP. 

4. The Administration has proposed transferring the HIDTA program from the 
management of ONDCP to the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task 
Force (OCDETF) at the U.S. Department of Justice. 

a. Do you support this proposal? If not, why not. 

No, I do not support this proposal. In the past, there was demonstrable evidence that 
USDOJ had difficulty with cooperation among agencies under their direct control, 
and also with other law enforcement agencies. A severe lack of trust of the Federal 
agencies by the State and Local agencies was based on years of bad experiences. 
HIDTA has made significant inroads at eroding this lack of trust. Transferring the 
HIDTA program to USDOJ will negate the progress the HIDTA has been making in 
developing trust and mutual cooperation among all participating agencies. 

b. Do you believe that the state and local agencies you work with would prefer 
to work with the OCDETF program than with HIDTA as it currently exists? 

/ am positive that none of the state and local agencies currently participating in the 
HIDTA Program are in favor of the HIDTA Program moving under OCDETF. For 
the state and local participants, one of the best features of the HIDTA is the fact that 
they have an equal voice with regard to addressing the local threat. Another 
important factor for the state and local participants is that the program is currently 
under the auspices of ONDCP who remains an honest broker and insures the 
Program 's non affiliation with any specific law enforcement entity or division. 
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c. What are the primary difference, in your opinion, between the OCDETF 
program and the current HIDTA program? 

OCDETF involves case specific funding, while HIDTA funded initiatives address 
programmatic threats in specific geographical areas. It has been demonstrated that 
the HIDTA program has contributed significantly to the development of OCDETF 
cases. However, there is no clear evidence to support the reverse. As separate 
entities, the two programs work well and mutually complement each other. 

Another factor which separates the two programs is that under OCDETF, only 
Federal agencies can propose an investigation be adopted by the program and all 
investigations are lead by the recommending agency. Sole discretion on the adoption 
of the investigation of the case by OCDETF resides with the USDOJ. State and local 
agencies would be relegated to mere support personnel and loose their equal voice 
with regard to addressing the local thereat. 

Finally, the difference in funding focus (case versus initiative) creates a logistical 
nightmare for slate and local agencies with regard to long term personnel and 
budgetary planning. 


5 Current ONDCP operating guidelines for the HIDTA program require each 
HIDTA divide full voting authority on its executive board between federal 
agency representatives on one hand, and state and local agency 
representatives on the other. The Administration has apparently not yet 
decided whether OCDETF would maintain this practice if given control of 
the HIDTA program. 

a. Does your HIDTA, and each partnership that comprises it, currently comply 
with this directive? If Not, why not? 

The Southwest Border Executive board does comply with this directive. The 
Southwest Border HIDTA Standard Operating Procedure Section 3. 02 (a) states the 
following: 

Section 3.02 THE SWB HIDTA EXECUTIVE BOARD 

(a) MEMBERSHIP. - The SWB HIDTA Executive Board shall consist of 
ten voting members: the Chairman and Vice Chairman (or designee) from each of 
the five Regional HIDTAs, with equal representation between federal agencies 
and non-federal agencies. The SWB HIDTA Executive Director and the SWB 
Regional HIDTA Directors are non-voting members of the SWB HIDTA Executive 
Board. 

Four of the five Regions comprising the Southwest Border HIDTA are in compliance 
with this directive. However, the West Texas Region has requested and has been 
granted a waiver from this directive by ONDCP. 
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b. How important is this 50/50 balance on the executive boards to the overall 
success of your HIDTA? If that balance were eliminated and federal 
agencies were given majority control of each HIDTA, would that have a 
negative impact on the HIDTAs?. If so, how? 

This is absolutely critical to the HIDTA Program. If the balance were eliminated and 
the Federal agencies were given majority control, the state and local agencies would 
no longer feel that they were equal partners and would eventually cease to fully 
participate in the Program. 

6. Do you believe that the uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA program 

created by the Administration’s proposals has itself had a negative impact on 
your HIDTA’s programs? For example, could that uncertainty make it more 
difficult to hire or retain new personnel for your HIDTA’s administrative 
offices, or make it more difficult to obtain personnel, resources, or other 
commitments from state, local, or federal agencies participating in your 
HIDTA? 

/ have no doubt that the recent proposal by the Administration has created severe 
morale problems throughout the Southwest Border HIDTA. Instead of focusing on 
the Program issues, I and my staff have been preoccupied with providing members of 
Congress and other influential people with clear evidence of the validity of the 
HIDTA program. Considerable efforts have been directed at attempting to maintain 
the HIDTA funding to at least its present level. 

Currently, some members of my staff and the Regional staffs are beginning to look at 
other employment alternatives. Most of these staff members were selected based on 
their years of knowledge and expertise in the various aspects of narcotics law 
enforcement on the Southwest border. The negative impact caused by the potential 
lose of these employees to the nation ’s drug enforcement effort will be profound. It is 
actions such as these that can have the effect of reversing years of progress in one 
quick motion. 

From a personal perspective, / was selected as the Southwest Border HIDTA 
Director one year ago. By accepting this position, I had to relocate from Arizona to 
Texas. Had I been aware of the Administration 's proposal, not only would I not have 
accepted the position, I would never applied for it. 
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7. We have several questions regarding the special status of the Southwest 
Border HIDTA and its five partnerships. 

a. In your opinion what is the proper role of the overall Southwest Border 
HIDTA? What kind of operational, budgetary, or other authority should the 
executive board, director, and other staff of the overall Southwest Border 
HIDTA have over the five partnerships? Conversely, what kind of authority, 
whether shared or otherwise, should the partnerships have? 

The role of Southwest Border HIDTA should be to provide guidance, direction and 
leadership to the five Regions which comprise it. It should also ensure Regional 
efforts are coordinated and complementary where ever and when ever possible. 

I firmly believe that initiative funding decisions should be made by the Regional 
Executive Committees, and that the day to day management of the Regions should be 
accomplished at the Regional level. However, I do feel that administrative oversight 
should be at the Southwest Border HIDTA. Because the Southwest Border HIDTA is 
focused on the entire 2000 mile Border, and not a specific Region, it has a larger and 
more objective view of the overall threat and maintains the ability to provide 
recommendations to both the Executive Board and ONDCP for the appropriate 
responses. 


Southwest Border HIDTA 
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Atlanta HIDTA 


MEMORANDUM 


TO: 

Representative Mark Souder 
Third District Chairman 

FROM: 

Ron Caffrey 

Atlanta HIDTA Director 

DATE: 

April 11, 2005 


In response to your inquiry relating to proposed cuts to “HIDTA"" 2006 Budget 
appropriation I am forwarding a short impact statement and responses to your questions. 
Thank you for your attention to this critical law enforcement issue. 


RJC:smj 


763 Juniper Street NE ! Atlanta, GA 30308-1309 
ph (404) 815-4400 ! fx (404) 815-5540 
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Proposed Budget Reductions and Transfer of 
Atlanta HIDTA Program to the Justice Department 


Proposal: The Director of the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) 

recommends reducing the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) Program’s 
funding from $227 million to $100 million and transferring the program from the 
ONDCP to the Department of Justice (DOJ) under the Organized Crime Drug 
Enforcement task Force (OCEDTF) program. 


Impact Statement 

A 56% decrease in Atlanta HIDTA’s budget will seriously diminish the 
effectiveness of Atlanta HIDTA’s Three Core Initiatives : (1) Metro Atlanta HIDTA Task 
Force. (2) DeKalb Task Force and (3) HIDTA’s Drug Intelligence Fusion Center. 
Currently these initiatives operate with a collective budget of $2,113,595 (1.6 million + 
317K + 621K). Virtually all Atlanta HIDTA support initiatives- 6 would be eliminated. 
The Administrative Management Initiative would be placed in a crisis situation and 
HIDTA Task Force, Intelligence and Administrative Staff would have to be downsized 
and re-located to another facility, since a cut such as proposed would shut down the 
HIDTA Investigative Support Center. Under such a budget, housing costs for the 
HIDTA Task Force and Intelligence Center would vanish. 

Title#3-Technical Support: 

Since its development in 1998 the Atlanta HIDTA’s Wire Tap Center has 
provided hundreds of Title#3 installations for federal, state and local LEAS in Atlanta 
Metro. A similar level of other technical support and equipment has been furnished to 
scores of participating and non-participating law enforcement agencies in the region 
surroimding Atlanta. This sensitive and costly support to local drug law enforcement will 
be eliminated if the HIDTA support center is closed. The Atlanta HIDTA’s training 
initiative which operates with a budget of a little over 100k annually provides thousands 
of training hours to metro area Police Officers and federal agents. This function along 
with a crime lab forensic support initiative will be lost in a significantly down sized 
HIDTA program. 


Effects on Atlanta HIDTA’s Core Mission: 

Atlanta Metro HIDTA Task Force 

The Atlanta Metro HIDTA Task Force has identified over 70 Drug 
Trafficking Organizations in 2004. Fifty-six of these local, regional and national 
intelligence organizations were either dismantled or disrupted in investigations, many of 
which are ongoing cases. These criminal trafficking organizations were selected because 
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they were operating in the highest violent crime police zones in Metro Atlanta. 
Significant reductions in overall crime and violent crime have occurred in these areas 
over the past four years. 

A 56% cut in budget to HIDTA Task Force operations will cripple Atlanta 
HIDTA’s informant program and wiretap capabilities. A predictable result will be a 
significant diminution in investigative efforts focused on those targeted criminal 
organizations, which represent the most egregious drug and violent crime threats to 
Atlanta Metro. The sustained efforts of the Atlanta Metro HIDTA Task Force and the 
DeKalb Task Force for the past 8 years, has appreciably reduced drug related crime in 
key metro areas. These gains will be lost in a “gutted” 06 HIDTA budget. This type of 
budget will render a significant blow to anti-crime efforts of state, local and Federal drug 
law enforcement in this region. 

Interagency Cooperation 

The high level of cooperation among HIDTA Agency Chiefs (16) developed in 
this program over the past ten years has occurred, because individual agencies operate as 
equals with a consequent sense of collective ownership for policy and a shared drug 
enforcement mission. Contributions of sworn personnel to the program are reflective of 
this institutional cooperation which will suffer an immeasurable decline, if sufficient 
funding is withdrawn from the Atlanta HIDTA grant. Similarly, Atlanta’s Executive 
Board would be incapable of operating independently of the codified interests and 
policies of a single agency under the OCDETF program. 
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1. Although each High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) receives a certain 
amount of money from the federal government to help fund its activities, state and 
local agencies participating in the HIDTA have also agreed to dedicate their own 
resources to HIDTA task forces and initiatives - in the form of personnel, 
equipment, office space, etc. Some of those contributions are reimbursed by federal 
funds, but not all. 

a. What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed state and local 
contributions to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA? The approximate dollar 
value of unreimbursed expenses for 22 state and local sworn officers assigned to 
Atlanta HIDTA Task Forces is $1 .7 million dollars. (Include salaries and 
benefits) 

b. What is the approximate dollar value of all reimbursed contributions of 

federal law enforcement agencies to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA? The 

approximate dollars value of unreimbursed expenses for 19 federal agents 
assigned to Atlanta HIDTA’s Task Force is $2 million dollars (includes salaries, 
benefits and overtime) 

c. Do you believe that, if your HIDTA’s federal program funds were reduced or 
eliminated, that the state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA 
would continue to make al those unreimbursed contributions, or would they 
be likely to put those resources elsewhere? If HIDTA’s program in Atlanta 
were reduced or eliminated state and local agencies would withdraw their 
investigative resources into other criminal specialties. This would occur because 
there would be no administrative, residential or technical resources to support 
HIDTA’s strategically focused drug enforcement mission. 


2. State and local agencies that currently participate in the HIDTA program have to 
decide for themselves how many officers and how much equipment, office space or 
other resources to dedicate to HIDTA task forces or initiatives. They have to go 
through the same long-term budget planning that the federal government does to 
reach these decisions. If each individual HIDTA’s federal budget were to fluctuate 
significantly each year, do you believe that that would make it more difficult of state 
and local agencies to commit their resources to HIDTA over the long term? 


Assuredly. 

The assignment of sworn officers, the execution of leases for office space and vehicles 
are only a few of the commitments that are determined primarily by the HIDTA budget. 
For the past ten years, Atlanta HIDTA initiatives have functioned with the expectation of 
continued funding based upon focused efforts and performance. Although, each 
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participating law enforcement agency accepts the fact that the budget may fluctuate 
slightly based upon regional threats and their performance, the consistency of funding has 
allowed all the participating agencies to plan and allocate resources to the advantage of 
the HIDTA Program. They have been able to balance their participation with HIDTA 
with other pressing needs. As a result, the initiatives have stabilized and are producing 
outstanding performance outcomes. 

Without stable funding, the Atlanta HIDTA achievements would not have been possible. 
If budgets fluctuated wildly from year to year, the involvement of federal, state and local 
law enforcement agencies would vary in direct proportion. One of the reasons that the 
Atlanta HIDTA has been successful in dealing with drug issues has been the commitment 
of federal, state and local law enforcement. This long-term commitment is, by necessity, 
linked to the expectation that program funding will continue at a consistent level. 

All of the HIDTA initiatives are co-located. In Atlanta HIDTA, there are three co- 
location sites, one with an annual lease of $456,060.00. The leasing corporation 
managing the site requires that new leases be signed six months in advance. In addition to 
the office space, the budgets for the Atlanta HIDTA initiatives include funds for leasing 
vehicles. These leases are for a term of two years; the procurement process starts six 
months prior to signing the contract. Without confirmed funding, the Atlanta HIDTA 
initiatives cannot engage in these agreements. Co-location of the initiatives is a HIDTA 
Program requirement and is vital for creating and maintaining a cooperative and 
coordinated drug enforcement environment. 

The year-to-year fluctuation of funding the reduction would have a devastating effect 
upon the Atlanta HIDTA and all other HIDTAs. HIDTAs are made possible because of 
the contributions made by the state and local law enforcement agencies. Without the 
assurance of consistent funding participating state and local agencies could not 
practically continue their involvement. 

3. The Administration has argued that the HIDTA program now gives too little 

discretion to the federal government to redirect HIDTA resources to respond to the 
changing drug threat. They have stated that locking each HIDTA’s budget every 
year means that the HIDTA cannot adapt when drug traffickers adapt. Should the 
Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) have at least some discretion to 
reallocate the HIDTA budget? If so, what do you believe is the right amount of 
discretion, and how could that discretion best be used without unduly disrupting 
HIDTA’s operations? 

Two of the HIDTA Program’s most positive aspects are the flexibility and adaptability it 
offers to participating agencies in designing and implementing regional drug control 
strategies. Through its participating agencies, each HIDTA region is able to assemble 
myriad data and expertise on its specific drug threats. Each region’s executive board 
provides a forum for frank and open discussion of regional drug threats and ensures that 
federal, state and local government input is integrated into the HIDTA’s regional drug 
control strategy. 
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It is difficult to see how ONDCP staff would be in a better position than that region’s 
executive board and participating agencies to determine what the focus should be for 
each HIDTA region, HIDTA directors are not aware of any federal data sources on drug 
trafficking or drug-related crime that are aceessible exclusively to ONDCP staff and 
would provide them with this level of insight. ONDCP maintains an interagency 
committee to advise the Director on the HIDTA Program and the agencies represented on 
this committee already have a strong voice in determining HIDTA regions’ strategies and 
budgets through the participation of their field offices in HIDTA executive boards and 
task forces. Finally, ONDCP has not generated any significant evaluative research on the 
various approaches used by the HIDTA regions to address drug trafficking. The National 
HIDTA Program staff concentrates its efforts on budget and program policy compliance 
issues and has not been tasked with conducting in-depth evaluations of drug enforcement 
strategies. 

The Administration’s contention that it does not have sufficient discretion to effectively 
manage and direct the HIDTA Program is puzzling. The Director of ONCP has sufficient 
authority under the existing authorizing legislation to effectively manage the program. 

He alone can designate HIDTA regions; while the authorizing legislation does require 
some consultation, it is clear the Director of ONDCP has final authority in designation 
decisions. He approves the HIDTA Program’s poliey guidance and, with the help of the 
National HIDTA Program staff, reviews and authorizes each HIDTA region’s budget on 
a yearly basis. If the Director wishes to revise the HIDTA Program’s mission, impose 
additional requirements for HIDTA designation, alter the budget process to take national 
priorities into account, or encourage HIDTA regions to adopt particular strategies, he 
appears to have ample authority to do so, subject only to the approval of the 
Administration and Congress. 

The National HIDTA Directors do not feel that there is any need to alter the HIDTA 
Program’s existing budget system. The Director of ONDCP already wields the authority 
he needs to effectively guide the program through his designation, management and 
budget authorities. 

Local regional individual strategies in the HIDTA program are developed and modeled 
each year from ONDCP annual Drug Control Policy documents and from individual 
regional drug threats authenticated by NDIC, ONDCP staff members and HIDTA 
partiscipating inter-agency officers. 

Budget process and requirements for the HIDTA grant program enjoys a unprecedented 
level of oversight before funding is approved. Budget proposals represent the collective 
decisions of the major federal, state and local chief operating within HIDTA’s 
geographical zones of responsibility. 

These enforcement decisions are subject to amendment throughout the year. Any claim 
citing inflexibility in this strategic program is false. Accusation easily verified in the 
policy and process of each HIDTA. 



694 


4. During the hearing, we discussed the current ONDCP operating guideline for the 
HIDTA program that requires each HIDTA divide full voting authority on its 
executive board between federal agencies on one hand, and state and local agency 
representatives on the other. Can you confirm that your HIDTA currentiy complies 
with this directive? 

As required by ONDCP’s HIDTA Program Policy, the Atlanta HIDTA Executive Board 
maintains an even balance of Federal and state and local law enforcement and criminal 
justice agencies on its Executive Board (see table below), 

The Atlanta HIDTA is unique among the nation’s HIDTA regions in sponsoring 
technical/ criminal justice initiatives aimed at providing effective system. To ensure fair 
representation of agencies providing treatment services, the Executive Board sought and 
received from ONDCP an exemption to a HIDTA Program policy limiting Executive 
Boards to sixteen members. All of the treatment/criminal justice initiative representatives 
are drawn from state and local agencies, as the federal government does not play an 
active role in delivering treatment services at the local level. 


Atlanta HIDTA Executive Board 

Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice Agencies 


Federal (8 seats) 

State and Local (8 seats) 

ATF 

Atlanta Police Department 

DBA 

DeKalb County Police Department 

FBI 

Fulton County District Attorney Office 

ICE 

Fulton County Police Department 

United States Attomey/NDGA 

Georgia Attorney General’s Office 

United Slates Internal Revenue 

Georgia Bureau of Investigation 

United States Immigration and Naturalization 

Georgia National Guard 

United States Marshall Service 

Georgia State Patrol 


5. Do you believe that the uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA program created by the 
Administration’s proposals has itself had a negative impact on your HIDTA’s 
programs? For example, could that uncertainty make it more difflcult to hire or 
retain new personnel for your HIDTA’s administrative offices, or make it difficult 
to obtain personnel, resource, or other commitments from state, local, or federal 
agencies participating in your HIDTA? 

Yes. 

The uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA Program has put many actions on hold for the 
Atlanta HIDTA, There are leases that have to be signed, positions to be filled and new 
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initiatives on hold. The participating law enforcement agencies are wondering how to 
best manage their staff allocations. In some cases, new officers were to be added to 
initiatives to expand their workforce. The federal, state and local agencies involved in 
designating personnel for these positions are waiting to see what the final decisions will 
be for the HIDTA Program before they make a final commitment. 

The men and women involved in the Atlanta HIDTA initiatives are questioning how the 
Administration could even consider reducing HIDTA funding when their efforts over the 
last ten years have resulted in the seizure of millions dollars in drug assets and thousands 
of pounds of illicit drugs. They are worried that the gains they have made in fighting the 
drug problem will soon be lost. This sense of uncertainty has had a direct effect on the 
morale of all personnel working for the HIDTA Program. 

By design each HIDTA executive board consists of one state or local representative for 
every federal agency represented. The Administration’s budget proposal creates an 
unsolvable problem for an Executive Board which has been in operation for ten years. 
Over time, it has become a very decisive, responsive, and cohesive governing body. This 
proposed funding cut will end a critical cooperative institution. 

In many ways, it will take time to repair the damage caused already through the 
Administration’s budget proposal. None of us involved in the HIDTA Program 
understand the rational for such a drastic and devastating step. The Administration has 
yet to produce evidence that the HIDTAs have not performed well or that it would be 
better managed under OCDEF. What the Administration has done is to propose altering 
an effective drug control program that has demonstrated positive performance 
measurements and made a significant impact on drug trafficking organizations across the 
nation. 

“The Atlanta HIDTA has been instrumental in coordinating and funding complex dmg 
investigations that have directly impacted the safety of citizens. This significant budget 
reduction will have an immediate and devastating impact on Atlanta drug enforcement. 
Atlanta Police Department, in addition to many local police agencies in Georgia, have 
devoted considerable resources to partner with federal law enforcement agencies” in this 
HIDTA project. Reductions, as proposed will “kill” this program in Atlanta- one of, 
ONDCP 25 Cities earmarked for drug suppression efforts. 
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April 7, 2005 


Honorable Mark E. Souder 
House of Representatives 
Congress of the United States 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 

Dear Congressman Souder: 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide information to you and the 
Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy and Human Resources of the Committee 
on Government Reform regarding the current budget proposals for the HIDTA program. 
In ray view, the proposal to cut the program and move it to OCDETF would severely 
hurt, if not cripple, the highly successful HIDTA program. 

By way of background, I have worked in criminal justice for almost twenty years 
at the federal, state and locals levels. I currently serve as the Director of the New 
York/New Jersey HIDTA and as the Director of Criminal Justice for the State of New 
York on behalf of Governor Pataki. As the Director of Criminal Justice, I am responsible 
for overseeing all state criminal justice agencies, including New York State Police, New 
York State Department of Correctional Services, New York State Parole, and New York 
State Division of Criminal Justice Services, among others. Prior to my current positions, 
I served first as an Assistant District Attorney in the Manhattan District Attorney’s Office 
and then as an Assistant United States Attorney in the United States Attorney’s Office for 
the Southern District of New York, where I was also the regional coordinator of the New 
York/New Jersey Organized Crime Drug Task Force (OCDETF) and High Intensity 
Financial Crime Area (HIFCA) programs. 

The answers to the specific questions posed in your letter of March 10, 2005 are 
attached in a separate document and respectfully submitted for the record. 
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In addition, I would like to take this opportunity to underscore the invaluable 
contribution that the NY/NJ HIDTA has made to the safety and security of the 15 million 
people who live in New York City; Nassau, Suffolk and Westchester counties in New 
York; and Bergen, Passaic, Union, Hudson and Essex counties in Northern New Jersey. 

The goal of the NY/NJ HIDTA is to measurably reduce crime, particularly drug- 
related crime, by increasing the effectiveness of information sharing, enforcement, 
training and prevention among law enforcement agencies in the New York metropolitan 
area and beyond. Serving as an umbrella for several national model law enforcement 
partnerships (staffed by over 1,100 full-time federal, state and local law enforcement 
agents and officers), the NY/NJ HIDTA has been a remarkable success: 

HIDTA Regional Intelligence Center (RJCl. The RIC, led by NYPD and located 
in New York City, has over 700 representatives from over 50 federal, state and 
local law enforcement agencies in the New York metropolitan area. The mission 
of the RIC is to provide a seamless analysis and sharing of criminal intelligence to 
law enforcement agencies in the New York metropolitan area and beyond - 24 
hours a day, seven days a week. 

Among other things, the HIDTA RIC coordinates several critical information 
sharing programs, including SAFETYNET, the statewide case deconfliction 
system (over 34,000 suspects registered in 2004, approximately 15% of which 
resulted in hits); PIMS, the nation’s largest photo-imaging mug shot system (over 
three million arrest photographs); and HIDTANET, an information sharing 
network that links several thousand HIDTA participants through email. 

The information sharing network of the RIC is linked to satellite intelligence 
centers in the New York metropolitan area, as well as to the Upstate Regional 
Intelligence Center (UNYRIC) in the Albany, and to other HIDTA intelligence 
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centers nationwide. The RIC is the largest criminal intelligence center in the 
country and is widely recognized as a national model. 

HIDTA/OCDETF Strike Force . The Strike Force, which is the most fully 
developed OCDETF task force in the country, is led by DEA, together with FBI 
and NYPD, and consists of over 200 full-time agents and officers, including the 
lead agencies as well as ICE, IRS and New York State Police. The mission of the 
Strike Force is to dismantle the most significant drug trafficking organizations 
worldwide (CPOTs), as identified by the United States Department of Justice. 
Since beginning formal operations almost one year ago, the Strike Force has 
initiated over 25 CPOT investigations, demonstrating the Strike Force’s 
unmatched ability to pursue our Government’s highest priority targets. 

HIDTA Regional Fugitive Task Force. The Fugitive Task Force is led by the 
United States Marshals Service and has over 130 full-time agents and officers 
from over 75 agencies. The mission of the task force is to apprehend the most 
violent fugitives throughout New York State, New Jersey and beyond. In the past 
year, the task force arrested over 4,000 violent fugitives. The task force was the 
model for a federal initiative to create similar fugitive task forces throughout the 
country. 

HIDTA El Dorado Money Laundering Task Force. The El Dorado Money 
Laundering Task Force is the premier money laundering task force in the country. 
El Dorado is led by ICE and consists of over 200 full-time agents and officers, 
including DEA, FBI, United States Secret Service, NYPD and New York State 
Police. The mission of El Dorado is to dismantle the most significant money 
laundering organizations and disrupt the systems they use to launder their crime 
proceeds. In 2004, El Dorado dismantled or disrupted 47 money laundering 
organizations, seizing over 24 million dollars in assets. 
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Based upon my experience in criminal justice, I firmly believe that the HIDTA 
program - both in New York and elsewhere in the United States — is one of the most 
effective law enforcement programs in the country. Each of the model law enforcement 
partnerships which 1 have described in this letter is the direct result of the HIDTA 
program, and of the unique spirit of inter-agency cooperation that HIDTA promotes 
among law enforcement. The proposal to cut HIDTA and move it to OCDETF would 
substantially undermine both the crime-reducing HIDTA initiatives that I have just 
described and, as importantly, our ability to fight profoundly sophisticated criminal 
organizations by developing new, innovative HIDTA efforts. 

Thank you again for giving me this opportunity to share our success story. I 
respectfully encourage you and your fellow committee members to restore HIDTA to full 
funding, and indeed to expand the HIDTA program, as proposed jointly by Governor 
Pataki and Senator Schumer. (I am enclosing letters by Governor Pataki and the NY/NJ 
HIDTA Executive Board co-chairs in support of the expansion of the NY/NJ HIDTA for 
your information.) 

Please let me know if there is any further information I can provide. I would also 
welcome the opportunity to give you a tour of the HIDTA Center in New York City at 
your convenience. 

Sincerely, 


Chauncey Parker 
Director 


Attachment 


4 



700 


To: 

From: 

Date: 

RE: 


Honorable Mark E. Souder 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy and Human 
Resources of the Committee on Government Reform 

Chauncey Parker 

Director, New York/New Jersey HIDTA 
April 7, 2005 

Response for the written record from Chauncey Parker, Director, New 
York/New Jersey HIDTA as requested by the Committee on Government 
Reform; Snbcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy and Homan 
Resources, submitted April 7, 2005. 


Although each High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) receives a certain 
amount of money from the federal government to help fund its activities, state and 
local agencies participating in the HIDTA have also agreed to dedicate their own 
resources to HIDTA task forces and initiatives - in the form of personnel, 
equipment, office space, etc. Some of those contributions are reimbursed by the 
federal funds, hut not all. 

A. What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed state and local 
contributions to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA? 

The approximate annual dollar value of all unreimbursed contributions of state 
and local resources in personnel, facilities and equipment exceeds 67 million 
dollars and includes over 700 sworn officers, 20 support staff and six satellite 
locations. 

B. What is the approximate dollar value of all unreimbursed contributions of 
federal law enforcement agencies to HIDTA initiatives in your HIDTA? 

The approximate annual dollar value of all unreimbursed contributions of federal 
law enforcement agencies to the NY/NJ HIDTA exceeds 69 million dollars in the 
services of over 400 sworn federal officers, 39 support persoimel, facilities and 
equipment. 

This investment by local, state and federal agencies resulted in $118 million in 
drugs and over $54 million in assets seized in 2004. In addition, our HIDTA task 
forces were responsible for 4,764 arrests and 86 drug trafficking and/or money 
laundering organizations were disrupted and dismantled. 
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C. Do you believe that, if your HIDTA’s federal program funds were reduced or 
eliminated, that the state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA 
would continue to make all of those unreimbursed contributions, or would 
they be likely to put those resources elsewhere? 

If HIDTA funds were reduced or eliminated, the state and local agencies would 
most likely eliminate or greatly reduce the resources that they contribute. HIDTA 
serves as the administrative and organizational foundation for several HIDTA task 
forces, including the HIDTA Regional Intelligence Center, HIDTA/OCDETF 
Strike Force, El Dorado Money Laundering Task Force, and the HIDTA Regional 
Fugitive Task Force, among others. Hundreds of state and local officers 
participate full time in these task forces. Each task force was created as a result of 
the HIDTA program, particularly the HIDTA funding and program guidelines. 
The survival of each task force would be seriously jeopardized without continued 
HIDTA funding. 


2. State and local agencies that currently participate in the HIDTA program have to 
decide for themselves how many officers and how much equipment, office space or 
other resources to dedicate to HIDTA task forces or initiatives. They have to go 
through the same long-term budget planning that the federal government does to 
reach these decisions. If each individual HIDTA’s federal budget were to fluctuate 
significantly each year, do you believe that that would make it more difficult for 
state and local agencies to commit their resources to HIDTA over the long term? 

Although state and local agencies commit hundreds of officers to HIDTA’s task 
forces, these task forces depend on HIDTA funding to support their on-going 
costs of operation, particularly rent and our information sharing network 
(HIDTANET) which links all HIDTA participants. If HIDTA funding were to 
fluctuate significantly, then the continued operation of these task forces would be 
in jeopardy. 


3. The Administration has argued that the HIDTA program now gives too little 
discretion to the federal government to redirect HIDTA resources to respond to the 
changing drug threat. They have stated that locking in each HIDTA’s budget every 
year means that the program cannot adapt when the drug traffickers adapt. Should 
the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) have at least some discretion 
to reallocate the HIDTA budget? If so, what do you believe is the right amount of 
discretion, and how could that discretion best be used without unduly disrupting 
each HIDTA’s operations? 

ONDCP should always have discretion to reallocate funds in a geographic area 
based on a timely and accurate analysis of both the significance of the drug threat 
as well as an assessment of the effectiveness of the area’s drug enforcement 
efforts. However, any reallocation of HIDTA resources should be carefully 
coordinated to ensure minimal disruption of drug enforcement efforts. 
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4. The Administration has proposed transferring the HIDTA program from the 
management of ONDCP to the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force 
(OCDETF) at the US Department of Justice. 

A. Do you support this proposal? If not, why not? 

No. I believe the HIDTA should remain a separate program, continuing to work 
cooperatively with OCDETF and other important law enforcement programs. 

B. Do you believe that the state and local agencies you work with would prefer 
to work with the OCDETF program than with HIDTA as it currently exists? 

I believe that state and local agencies prefer the HIDTA model because they share 
equally in the leadership of the program. 

C. What are the primary differences, in your opinion, between the OCDETF 
program and the current HIDTA program? 

The OCDETF program provides important resources - salaries for hundreds of 
federal agents and local overtime - for OCDETF-designated investigations of 
CPOT targets. 

The goal of the HIDTA Program, on the other hand, is to build and sustain law 
enforcement partnerships and infrastructure, where agents and officers across 
agency lines can work together to accomplish our common goal of reducing 
crime, particularly drug related crime. These partnerships - such as the 
intelligence centers and task forces - are the framework and springboard for 
significant information sharing on a case-by-case basis as well as for 
investigations of major drug trafficking organizations, particularly CPOTs. 


5. Current ONDCP operating guidelines for the HIDTA program require that each 
HIDTA divide full voting authority on its Executive Board between federal agency 
representatives on one hand, and state and local agency representatives on the 
other. The Administration has apparently not yet decided whether OCDETF would 
maintain this practice if given control of the HIDTA program. 

A, Does your HIDTA currently comply with this directive? If not, why not? 

The NY/NJ HIDTA Executive Board currently consists of 10 federal and 8 
state/local agency representatives. The current composition has been the same 
since the HIDTA was formed over ten years ago and was consistent with the 
Program Policy that existed at that time. The structure works well for our HIDTA 
by including the key criminal justice leaders at the same table. In addition, our 
HIDTA Executive Board is led by co-chairs ~ one representing a federal agency 
and the other representing a state or local agency. Our HIDTA Executive Board 
is also considering adding two state or local agency representatives to the Board. 
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B. How important is this 50/50 balance on the Executive Board to the overall 
success of your HIDTA? If that balance were eliminated and federal 
agencies were given majority control of each HIDTA, would that have a 
negative impact on the HlDTAs? If so, how? 

In the NY/NJ HIDTA, the federal, state and local agencies have a longstanding 
and consistent record of excellent cooperation across agency lines. 


6. Do you believe that the uncertainty surrounding the HIDTA program created by the 
Administration’s proposals has itself had a negative impact on your HIDTA’s 
programs? For example, could that uncertainty make it more difficult to hire or 
retain new personnel for your HIDTA’s administrative offices, or make it more 
difficult to obtain personnel, resource, or other commitments from state, local or 
federal agencies participating in your HIDTA? 

The uncertainty of the future of the HIDTA program has made long term planning 
challenging. 
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SOUTH FLORIDA HIDTA 
3101 Commerce Parkway, Miramar, FL 33025 
Phone (954) 430-4906 
Fax (954) 430-4949 


Ai)ril6,2005 


Hie HiBionibte Maiic Souder 
Chairman, SiAooimnittee on Crimiiial histioe. 
Drug Polity and Ibnian Resources 
B-373 Rayburn Office Building 
Wastungt^DC 20513 


Dear Chainnan Souder, 

Thank you for giving me (he opportunity <0 reqioad to your quesdoas and to add important information to 
the written record. I want to commend you and foe committee members for seddng the focts about the 
Hi^lntenai^ Drug Tiaffidring Area program related to the proposal to reduce fanding by $127 million 
and to move the program fiomONDCi* to the Dqiartment of Justice. In refuse to your questions: 

1. “Although each Hi^Intensily Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) received a certain amount of 
rrmtiQr fixnn the federal government to he^ fond its activities, slate and local agencies participating in the 
mOTA have also agreed to dedicate their own resources to IQDTA task forces and initiatives - in the fmm 
ofpersormekequfoment, office space, etc. Some of those contributions are leimbuised by the federal 
foods, but not all. 

a) "What is the approxiinate dollar value of all un-reimbuTsed state and local contributions 
to KDTA initiatives in your HIDTA7* South Florida HIDTA includes an Intelligence 
center, a training unit, and investigative support units, and twenty multi-agency 
collocated Avg task forces located throughimt a Jour county area The program Involves 
hundreds of state and local personnel that nuAe signiftcant un-reimbur^ contributions 
to our Initiatives. The dollar amount will be approximate because of die differences in 
sala-ies, fringe benefits, price per square foot for facilities, etc. I have attempted to 
provide a conservative response and a “best estimate . " The total dollar value of all un- 
reimbursed state and local contributions to the South Florida HIDTA is approximately 
$32,000,000. per year. 

b) “What is the approxiniate dollar value of all un-teimbutsed contributions ed federal law 
enforcemem agencies to HIDTA initiatives in your IHDTA?” Approximately 

$45, 000, 000.peryear. 

c) “Do you believe that, if your HIDTA’s federal program foods were reduced or 
elimfoated, that the state and local agencies participating in the HIDTA would corttimie to 
make all of those un-reifflbursed contributions, or would th^ be lik^ to put diose 
resources elsewhere/'" 

In response to a recent Inquiry die vast minority of state and local i^ncies responded 
that they would be forced to reassign their personnel elsewhere within their own 
respective agencies 
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2. ‘‘Stateaad local agencies Uiatoirreoilypaiticipate in tibeHIDTAim^am have to deci(tefi)r 
themsdtves bow tnaiQ^ officers and bow much equipment, office ^oce or other resources to dedicate to 
HIDTA task finees or initiatives. Ihey have to go through the same long^enn budget idanningdiatdte 
federal government does to reach these decisions. Zfeadi individual HlDTA*s federal budget were to 
fluctuate significantly eadi year, do you believe that that would make it more difficult fm state and local 
agencies to commit their resources to HIDTA over the long term?* 

Yes. Sia^ md local agencies will md mdce the long term commitments of per^nnel so crucial to 
HIDTA task fonxs with uncertain recurves With many of theses c^encies facing cut backs and 
budget shortfcdls, officers as^ffied to HIDTA task forces would be redeployed absent a long term 
commitment of support on our part. 

3. "The Administration has argued that fee HIDTA Pn^ram now gives too litde discretion to the 
fe<teral government to redirect HIDTA resources to respond to the changing drug threat TbQr have stated 
thm locking in eadi HlDTA’s budget every year means feat the program cannot ad^ when the drug 
traffickers adapt ShouldfeeOfficeofNati<malDrogCootrolPolicy (ONDCP)haveatleastsome 
discr^on to r^ocate fee HIDTA tnidget? If so, what do you believe is fee ri^ amount of discretimt 
and how could feat discr^on best be used wifeout undufy disrupting each HIDTA’s operations?” 

Given the nature of the HIDTA prognun I believe this ^uld be kept to a mitamum. 

Changes in the drug threat must be addressed at the regional level as they occur. Aldtough it is 
desirable for the federal government to respond to changes in the national drug threat to some 
degree, ONDCP thus far has approached diis issue in the wrong manner. The CPOT program is a 
prime excanple. RaOter Aon requesting input from Ae HIDTA Executive Boards or Directors, 
ONDCP has estabUAed a set of rules for spending this finding Aat are-unwoikable and Aus 
have residted in ffwits Aat have unrealistic strings attached . The HIDTA jnogtwn is ctmstrained 
to attack CPOT targets which are invariably international in scope without spenAng Ae funds for 
foreign investigative travel or to move informants intamadonally. We are also precluded from 
relocating essential witnesses if foreign travel is involved As a result, much of Ae CPOT fimdit^ 
remains unspent, while non CPOT enforcement needs go unmet. Nat^ DOJ htvestigatars have 
complained that A^ are unable to get high level trcffickers placed on Ae DOJ controlled CPOT 
list thereby de/Qnng Aem eligibility when ONDCP *s CPCYT grunts are awar^d These 
perceftacns, whether real or unfounded, discourage HIDTA participants and hinder success. 
Moreover, Ae HIDTA program is about ongoing task forces, not individual cases. These task 
forces are breeding grounds for lugh level OCDETF, CPOT and oAer cases. There Aould be a 
baseline for each HIDTA so Aey can implement sound Itmg-tarm plannit^ and strategies. The My 
to Ae discretionary funSng m^anism being effective is working with the expertise that is 
available Arou^ Ae various HIDTAs, 


4. "The Administration has proposed transferring fee HIDTA program flom the management of 

ONDCP to fee Organized Crime Drag Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF) at the U.S. Dq)artment of 
Justice.” 


a) "Do you support this iBCposal? Ifnot wi^not.^" 

Definitely not! 

• The Justice Department is perceived as a competitor by many, md some believe it makes 
biased decisions in favor of its own agencies. Non Justice federal agencies have m investment 
in drug law enforcement Ata equals or exceeds that of Justice Agencies. The leaderAip of at 
least Aree such agencies in South Florida is opposed to the Administration 's proposal 
because they believe their nancies will not be treated fairfy A such a scenarh. One stated 
flatly that his events would no longer be assigned to HIDTA task forces md oAers have said 
Aey will greatly downsize Aeir commitments. If Ae progyan was tranfferred to a different 
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department also having law enforcement agencies such as Homeltmd Security, tim DO} 
agencies would have the same fears, 

• State and Local agencies are strongly against the proposal and feel that the HIDTA program 
has been highly successftil largely because it offers a neutral playing field and addresses their 
concerns as well as those of their federal counterparts. 

• Age-old agency cultures and continuing turf battles are surmounted dally In favor of more 
cooperation and coonSnation among participating agencies. These sigrtificant and 
unprecedented outcomes would not occur if HIDTA were under the stewardship of a Justice 
agency. 


• OCDETF and HIDTA are different programs witii different missions. 


• The HIDTA Program has worked extremely well and effecdvely under ONDCP’s Bureau of 
State and Local Affairs. The need to tranffer the program to DOJ has not been demonstrated 
The facts suggest that the program would not work under DOJ. 


b) “Do you believe tbat the state and local agencies you woik with would prefer to woric 

with the OCDETF pr ogr am than with HIDTA as it cuttently easts?" I have discussed 
this issue with the South Florida HIDTA Executive Board and requested input fiom 
every ageruy participating in the South Florida HIDTA in writing. No ageruy, state or 
federal, has express^ a belief ticat the program would work better under OCDETF. 
Many have written to ogress strong beliefs that such a move would be like turning back 
the clodc fifteen years aid undo tremend^ progress achieved by the HIDTA progrcm in 
fostering cooperation and coordination taw enforcement in South Florida. They do not 
believe that the OCDETF program is structured in a way that could facilitate 
cooperation to the degree that HIDTA does. AH attribute Otis to the “level pitying field 
provided under the ONDCP umbrella ” and the equal representation afforded by the 
balanced HIDTA Executive Boad 


c) “What are the piimaiy differences, in your (qrinioD, between the OCDETF program and 

dm cunent HIDTA tBOgram?" 


• Task Forces: OCDETF's nine regional “talk fortxs “ are non-operational, 
adminirtrative bathes that are labeled taBc forces solefy due to titeir varied 
federal participants. Their emphasis is on Inihvidual investigations. HIDTA 
funded task forces are commingled, collocated, multi-agency, opendionat units 
made up of federal, state and local officers with various missions that include, 
but are not limited to investigations cf drug violations involving: smuggling, 
money laundering thstrlbution, sales, violence and gangs Some provide 
support to the others such as prosecution. Intelligence translations or technical 
equipment operation or Installations The 355 HIDTA-funded taskforces across 
tile country involve over 1X000 personnel (2/3 of whidt are from state imd local 
agencies) 

• Intelligence and Support Activities: OCDETF has no intelligence capabilities of 
its own nor does it provide intelligence to law enforcement AH intelligaice 
resides within the member 's respective agency. OCDETF's support activity is 
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that offimdb^. It does not provide investigative support beyond prosecution 
and money. HIDTA has intelligence units that: 

• Have multiple local, state and federal as veil as commercial databases with 
pointer indices to avoid duplicative investigative effort and enhance producttvity 

• Provide post-seizure analysis 

• Offer deconfliction of cases, subjects and operational events ensuring officer 
and citizen safe^ 

• Are connected to national law enforcement cyber pipelines to ensure 
connectivity among HlDTAs and other law enforcement agencies 

• Produce annual threcd assessments and special strategic reports 

• Have sub-committees and task force commanders from local, state and federal 
agencies to tSrect their activities 

• Provide analytical support through all phases of an investigation 

Funding: The $550 miBlon OCDETF budget jnimarlly funds approtdmatefy 4,000 federal 
personnel outside their agency 's budget. These agents and personnel are assigned to their varlcms 
divisional offices carrying out their respective agency ‘s mission relating to drug enfo rceme nt and under the 
directicm of the special agent in charge of dust office. A small percentage of the OCDETF budget directly 
helps fond OCDETF-desigiated investigations with overtime and travel money for state and local law 
enforcement The $227 million of HIDTA funding in twentyeight strategic regions goes to support: 

• 355 operational task forces (65% established by HIDTA) 

• 53 Intelligence centers (all but one edabllshed by HIDTA) 

• 4,428 federal personnel 

• 8,459 state and load personnel of which 1,996 are directly funded by the HIDTA 
Progrcm 

The foa that fonhng can be hMbuted among load, state and federal agencies at the Executive 
Board’s direction allows for fiscal flexibility which would be unavailable within the Department of Justice. 


5. “CunentONOCP operation guidelines fiv the HIDTA prograin require that each HIDTA divide 

fiill voting authority on its executive board between federal agency representatives on one hand, and slate 
and local agency represenlativet on the other. The Administralion has qrparently not yet decided whether 
OCDETF would maintain diis practice if given control of the HIDTA progiani.’’ 

a) “Does your HIDTA currently co^^lly with this ditecttve? Yes, South Florida HIDTA has 
cdways maintained an equal balance and viewed It as crucial. When the former 
Immigration & Naturalization Service ’s investigative component wees combined with US 
Customs Service ’s Speeded Agents to form ICE the Executive Committee reduced die 
reumber of state/loexd votes to eight in order to meuntain this equality. South Florida 
HIDTA Is presently governed by an Executive Board consisting of seven federal law 
enforcement agency leaders and the U S Attorney (8 federal votes), and nine members 
who are leaders of state, county, or city Icxw enforcement agencies. 

b) “How inqxrrtant is this S(V50 balance on the executive board to the overall success of 
your HIDTA? Ifthat balance was eliminated and federal agencies were given n^jority 
contndofeach HIDTA, would that have a negative inqract on the HlDTAs? Ifso,ho^ 
The palest strength of the HIDTA program is that all of its members have equed input in 
the running of task fenves Because of tids, the state and local etgencies and non-Justice 
federal agencies are eager to commit large numbers of personnel emd resources to our 
intelligence center emd task forces on a tong term basis 
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6) ‘‘Do you believe that the uaceftainOrsuiioundiiigflieHIDTA program created the 

Adminisliation’s iiroposals has itself had a amative impact on your HIDTA’s programs? For example, 
cmild that uncertain^ make it more difficult to hire or retain new pmsomiBl for your HIDTA’s 
administiative officers, or make it mote difficult to obtain persomiBl, resource, or oduT commitnmits from 
state, local or federal agencies parlicqiating in your HIDTA?” Yes. it has had a signlftcant negative impact 
on Ae WPTA Program. Agencies are reluctant to sign contracts, make any commitments past this 
calendar year and I am concerned that employees worried about Aeirjobs are seeking engiloyment 
elsewhere. In a situation like this, the best qualijied will be Ae first to find employment elsewhere. Because 
most have families that depend on their income, 1 cannot blame them. The Executive Bota-d has postponed 
reallocating existing fimding to address emerging threats because it may be needed to help with a major 
tran^tion necessary if HIIYIA leased task jbrce facilities are no longer available and we must Ittyoff 
analysts, translators, and oAer support personnel. The Beecutive Board has already begun considering 
how to go about shutting down mDTA taskforces Prior to the adminiWatlon's proposal, we were in the 
process of (datming an enhancement to our intelligence center which was to coordinate domestic security 
concerns end other mm-drug intelligence wiA existing drug intelligence. This was to be wholly funded by 
participating agencies We have had to warn the agencies involved in its execution that Ae plan diould be 
viewed as tenttdive and not move forward until this issue is settled TUs has been very Asrupdve. The 
proposal has ofiected morale for those who have worked so hard to mcke the HIDTA Program a success. 
The men and women on Ae street doing Ae work feel as the rug is being pulled outfivm under them. The 
future is now In Ae hands of Congress and we are hopefid that Congress mil see the wisdom in continuing 
a relatively small Investment that yields tremendous Avidends. 


Sincerely, 


Timofey D. Wagnir 
Director, South Flmida HIDTA 
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Appalachia 

Frank Rapier 

Arizona 

Rayrnond L. Vinsik 

Atianta 
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CBAG 

Richard Gorman 

Central Florida 
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Central Valley 

V^alliarr Ruzzamenti 

Chicago 

Thon-'as K, Do'-'-ahue 

Gulf Coast 

lorry Solo 

Hawaii 

Larry D. Burnett 

Houston 
Stan Force 
Lake County 
Leo Arreguirt 
Los Angeles 
Roger Bass 
Michigan 
Abraham L. Azzam 
Midwest 
David Barton 
Milwaukee 
Erick V.Slsmka 
Nevada 
Mike Hawkins 
New England 
George C. Festa 
New Mexico 
Erroi J, Chavez 
NHAC 

William!, Martin 

North Florida 

Edward B, Williams 

North Texas 

Mona Neill 

Northern California 

Ronaid Brooks 

Northwest 

Dave Rodriquez 

Ohio 

John Sommer 
Oregon 
Chuck Karl 

Philadeiphia/Camden 

Jeremiah Daley 
PR/USV! 

Jose M, Alvarez 
Rocky Mountain 
Thomas J. Gorman 
South Florida 
Tim Wagner 
South Texas 
Vernon P. Parker 
Southwest Border 
Terence M, Azbii! 

West Texas 
Trsvis Kuykendall 
Washington/Baltimore 
Thomas H Carr 



National HIDTA Directors Association 

The HIDTA Program Should Remain at ONDCP 

INTRODUCTION 

Director John Waltera of the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) 
proposed reducing the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) program 
budget by 56% and transferring the program from ONDCP’s Office of State mid 
Local Affairs (OSLA) to the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ). Director Walters 
made this recommendation without consulting the over 500 federal, state and local 
law enforcement leaders across the nation that comprise the 28 HIDTA executive 
boards. It w^ made without consulting the HIDTA Directors, who collectively 
possess over 1,000 years of federal, state and local law enforcement experience, the 
majority being in drug law enforcement. This recommendation was also made 
without consulting Congress, who authorized and has supported the HIDTA 
program since its inception in 1 990. in fact to date, no one, outside of a few at 
ONDCP, has come forward and acknowledged they were consulted and agreed with 
this proposal. It appears this recommendation was made with very little input and 
no preliminary planning (see transcript of the March 10, 2005 hearing before the 
House Government Reform Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy and 
Human Resources on the National HIDTA Directors Association {NHDA} website). 
Director Walters’ justifications for this drastic proposal m’e based on inaccurate and 
incomplete information. (See NHDA position paper on the website) 

This paper presents the reasons the proposal to move the HIDTA program from 
ONDCP to DOJ has been met with such strong opposition throughout the nation. 

One of the primary factors contributing to HIDTA's universal acceptance and 
success in combating the drug problem is the fact that it resides in the White House 
Office of National Drug Control Policy, Office of State and Local Affairs. 

• Congress, in its wisdom, authorized and funded HIDTA in ONDCP because 
as a true federal, state and local partnership, it fit perfectly into the overall 
mission for which ONDCP was authorized. 

• ONDCP provides a neutral environment for a program that is built on a 
premise that all federal, state and local agencies have an equal voice in 
managing their individual HIDTAs to address regional drug threats within 
the overall national mission. 

• ONDCP’s Office of State and Local Affairs, with input from the HIDTA 
Directors, issues general program guidance but does not ascribe to the 
philosophy, “One size fits all”. They allow for both fiscal and policy 
flexibility throughout the country based on regional resources and needs. 

The Office of State and Local Affairs does not consider itself as the 
program’s lead agency, does not compete for HIDTA funds and does not 
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have an enforcement component that might attempt to exercise control or compete for 
investigations. 

• HIDTA is a unique but extremely successful program that has progressed and been effective 
under ONDCP’s Office of State and Local Affairs. There is no sound rationale to move the 
program and potentially eliminate the very factors that have contributed to the program’s success. 
This is simply not good public policy. 

• Ninety bi-partisan members of the U.S. House of Representatives, in a letter, very succinctly 
made their position known on this proposal: “...the proposed transfer to OCDETF is contrary to 
existing law and sound drug enforcement policy. It will potentially be more disruptive to the 
HIDTA program than simple budget cuts. . .” 

The body of this paper is separated into two sections: 

1 . The HIDTA program should remain at ONDCP 

2. National leaders speak out against transferring HIDTA fi'om ONDCP 


THE HIDTA PROGRAM SHOULD REMAIN AT ONDCP 

In 1990, Congress authorized the establishment of the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area 
program in the Office of National Drug Control Policy’s Office of State and Local Affairs. 

Since that time, the program has grown, progressed and become highly effective in combating 
the drug problem not only locally and regionally, but also nationally. The program has 
demonstrated its effectiveness in targeting, dismantling and/or disrupting international, multi- 
state and local drug trafficking organizations. There is no question of HIDTA’s impact in its 
multi-faceted approach to combating the methamphetamine problem across the nation. There is 
no doubt that HIDTA’s uniqueness and flexibility have facilitated addressing other serious drug 
problems across the country including the interdiction of drug shipments and dismantling of 
violent drug dealing gangs. The 28 HIDTAs have the support of Congress as well as federal, 
state and local law enforcement administrators and officers across the country. 

Policy makers have questioned why Director Walters has recommended the transfer of the 
successful and effective HIDTA program, especially when there is no supporting plan, data or 
research indicating the benefit of such a transfer. Moreover, those closest to the HIDTA 
program believe the proposed move from ONDCP to DOJ would adversely impact the program’s 
effectiveness and result in a significant reduction in support from the program’s vital state and 
local partners. Reasons for this strong nationwide sentiment include: 

1. The HIDTA program has been extremely efficient and effective under ONDCP’s Office of 
State and Local Affairs . Why change and potentially negatively impact the program’s 
effectiveness? There is a claim that the move would make the program more effective. 

When asked at Congressional hearings on March 10, 2005, neither ONDCP nor the U.S. 
Department of Justice representatives could name even one HIDTA that was not effective. 
Neither representative offered a plan for implementing HIDTA under DOJ, let alone any 
strategy that could possibly increase the program’s effectiveness. 
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2. The vast majority of state and local law enforcement representatives involved in the HIDTA 
program are opposed to moving from ONDCP to the Department of Justice . These local and 
state stakeholders invest $630 million of their own resources annually to support the $227 
million provided annually by ONDCP; however, they were not consulted concerning the 
future of the program. A significant number of state and local leaders have indicated that if 
the transfer occurs, they would likely withdraw their resources since they firmly believe the 
neutrality and equal voice offered through ONDCP will be lost. Prior to the HIDTA program, 
many areas had a past history that strongly indicates the move would result in the elimination 
of the truly equal federal, state and local partnership provided by ONDCP. 

3. The Department of Justice is comprised of a number of agencies (PEA, FBI. ATF and 
USMS) directly involved in HIDTA that compete for scarce resources and funds . 

Accordingly, it would be difficult for DOJ to remain objective or even present the 
appearance of neutrality and objective management of the program if they were to become 
HIDTA’s parent agency. This is made even more difficult since a significant portion of the 
federal representatives on HIDTA executive boards are DOJ representatives. The equality of 
decision making authority among federal, state and local agencies as it currently exists would 
be eliminated . 

4. Currently, the 28 HIDTA executive boards are comprised of an equal number of federal and 
state/local law enforcement executives with an equal voice and vote . This ensures no one 
agency can dominate. All issues are equally considered in developing the regional threat, 
strategy, funding and program assessments. Transferring the program would likely create an 
imbalance of power and potentially shift the priorities from a combination of federal, state 
and local needs to those of DOJ. Since ONDCP does not have representation on the 
executive boards nor compete for resources or funding, this is currently not an issue. There 
is no one from ONDCP to exert pressure or influence executive board decisions. 

This problem occurred recently with the recommendation by Director Walters. When some 
HIDTA executive boards addressed motions to oppose the budget reductions and move, most 
Justice representatives on the board abstained from voting. Although these actions may be 
understandable, they have created some friction within boards that previously did not exist. 
This could be indicative of the lack of independence of DOJ managers should Justice desire 
to re-focus the program in a different direction. This would negate the independent equal 
vote/equal voice of each member of the executive board. 

5. A number of Justice personnel have told HIDTA Directors they are opposed to moving the 
program out of ONDCP . They related that because they work for the President and Justice, 
they felt they could not make a public statement opposing the budget cuts or move to DOJ. 
However, a senior manager from one of the U.S. Department of Justice agencies in Florida 
wrote, “Oversight at the DOJ signals a return to those days of unilateral administration and 
funding. A neutral entity attached to the executive branch such as ONDCP, not directly 
affiliated to any agency that it services, is far desirable in terms of unbiased oversight and 
allocation of resources. . . I personally believe the current proposal to reduce HIDTA funding 
and move oversight from ONDCP to DOJ, to be a potential error of huge proportions and 
detrimental to the overall drug reduction efforts.” 
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6. Non-DOJ federal agencies have also expressed concerns with the HIDTA progam moving to 
DOJ . They have articulated their apprehension that they will no longer have an equal voice 
and become subservient to Justice agencies. They expect the majority of support and 
direction will go to Justice agencies, particularly DEA. They do not believe Jttstice can 
function as a neutral broker like ONDCP . They recognize that ONDCP maintains no 
enforcement arm, does not have a representative on the executive boards and does not 
compete for HIDTA funds or resources. 

7. The U.S. Department of Justice performs a significant number of much needed services for 
our country. Drug enforcement is just one of a multitude of its responsibilities and functions. 
DOJ is a very large centrally controlled bureaucracy comprised of a number of agencies with 
very specific federal responsibilities and missions. The success of DOJ is predicated on the 
results produced by each of its agencies in fulfilling their mission as directed by the Attorney 
General. In contrast, ONDCP performs a much needed mission for this country, coordinating 
the nation’s efforts to eliminate the proliferation of illegal drugs and drug abuse. Unlike DOJ, 
they do not manage operational units but rather coordinates collaborative efforts among 
federal, state and local drug enforcement, treatment and prevention efforts. They are a small 
bureaucracy with specific responsibilities. ONDCP’s success is predicated on the results 
produced bv the partnerships they create and facilitate . It is ONDCP’s lack of an operational 
component, its focus on partnerships, neutrality and independence that have allowed the 
HIDTA program to be successful. Conversely, it is DOJ’s structure, control, federal mission 
and policies that have led to its success as a department that manages a much broader array 
of worthwhile, but divergent responsibilities, and a sizeable number of operational entities, 
some of which having little to do with drug enforcement. The HIDTA program is a perfect 
fit for ONDCP but not for DOJ. 

8. In late August, 2001, prior to Director Walters’ Senate confirmation hearing, staff from 
ONDCP’s Office of State and Local Affairs wrote a response as to why the HIDTA program 
should remain in ONDCP . In addition to many of the issues already addressed, they added: 


• Management of the program requires review of HIDTA threat assessments, strategies and 
budgets. Information gleaned fi'om these processes gives the Office of State and Local 
Affairs a unique, accurate perspective of drug issues. Congressional wisdom in having 
ONDCP manage the HIDTA program has paid huge dividends for law enforcement and 
the American people. 

• The HIDTA program has flourished largely because of grass roots support by state and 
local criminal justice agencies. This undaunted support comes chiefly because the 
program is managed by a neutral agency with no competing interests in the program 
resources. ONDCP provides the unbiased neutrality, real and perceived, necessary for 
law enforcement agencies to willingly participate in the program. 
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• The HIDTA program’s national scope provides an immediate pulse on regional drug 
trends and issues while enhancing the capability to implement policy nationwide. 

• The HIDTA program provides ONDCP’s Office of State and Local Affairs with a unique 
link to state and local criminal justice agencies, an often-overlooked commodity and 
partner in our fight against illicit drugs and drug-related crime. Many interagency 
meetings intended to enhance cooperation and coordination are attended by ONDCP 
solely because it manages the HIDTA program. 

• ONDCP’ s Office of State and Local Affairs policy making and leadership roles are 
significantly enhanced by using the HIDTA program as a primary vehicle to implement 
its national policies (i.e., connectivity between HIDTAs, National Clandestine Laboratory 
Seizure System, National Methamphetamine Initiative and other programs that directly 
impact national drug policy). 

• HIDTA improves ONDCP’s Office of State and Local Affairs’ ability to promote 
cooperation and coordination among all levels of criminal justice agencies as well as 
among law enforcement, prevention and treatment. 

9. In 1990, Congress authorized and fimded HIDTA in ONDCP’s Office of State and Local 
Affairs for specific reasons, many of which have been addressed in this paper. The 
importance of this placement was emphasized during the October 2001 Senate confirmation 
hearing for John Walters as Director. The Senate Judiciary Committee specifically asked 
him if he had any intention of moving the HIDTA program out of ONDCP. Director 
Walters’ answer was no . When Director Walters recently changed his position and 
recommended moving HIDTA to DOJ, Senators Grassley, Biden, Hatch and DeWine sent 
him the following letter: 

“Dear Director Walters: 

It is with great alarm that we read in the President’s budget that you intend to move the 
High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) program out of the Office of National Drug 
Control Policy (ONDCP) and into the Department of Justice, 

As you will recall, the issue of whether to move the HIDTA program out of ONDCP was 
the subject of much discussion at your confirmation hearing in October 2001 . At that time, 
you assured members of the Senate Judiciary Conunittee “I have no intention at this point in 
time, nor do I know of one in the administration, to move these programs out of ONDCP.” 

In response to Senator Biden warning you at that time that there would be “holy war” if you 
were to transfer the program, you said that you did not have any philosophical difference 
with the Committee on the issue of moving the HIDTA program. 

Given this exchange at your confirmation hearing we would like an explanation in 
writing by March 1, 2005 as to why you chose to move the HIDTA program out of your 
office after assuring the Committee that you would not do so and why you did not consult 
with the Committee about this matter. As you know, xmder law you have the authority to 
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certify the drag budgets of the various national drug control agencies and you could have 
prevented moving HIDTA out of your ofBce. 

Thank you for your attention to this important matter.” 


NATIONAL LEADERS SPEAK OUT AGAINST TRANSFERRING fflDTA 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVE’S LETTER 

Ninety House Members from both political parties co-signed a letter to House Appropriations 
Committee leaders stating; “The proposed transfer to {DOJ’s} OCDETF is contrary to existing 
law, and to sound drug enforcement policy. It will potentially be even more disruptive to the 
HIDTA program than the simple budget cuts. . . .Even apart from the legal question, the move of 
HIDTA into OCDETF is highly problematic. The Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug 
Policy and Human Resources recently held a hearing on this issue, receiving testimony from a 
number of state and local officials who actively work with the HIDTA program. Not one of 
them supported moving the program into OCDETF. They each pointed out that OCDETF is a 
very different program primarily designed to bring existing state and local cases into federal 
court while providing funding through the U.S. Attorneys.” 

In reference to the HIDTA program, the letter continues, “This equal voice of state and local 
agencies has generated an unprecedented level of cooperation on the part of all participants. It is 
very unlikely that state and local agencies will be willing to make significant contributions of 
personnel and resources to HIDTA task forces if they believe they will not have an equal say in 
their deployment. 

Notably, the Administration’s representative who testified at the subcommittee’s March 10'* 
hearing declined to inform the subcommittee how HIDTA would be managed under OCDETF. 
The Director of OCDETF, Catherine O’Neil, simply stated that her program would ‘study’ the 
HIDTA program if granted control by Congress and make changes at a later date. 

This approach gets things exactly backwards by demanding authority to change the program 
before deciding what changes to make or even whether changes are necessary...” 

CONGRESSMANMARKSOUDER 

In the March lO'*’ subcommittee hearing. Congressman Souder stated that Director Walters’ 
proposals were “premature and too sweeping.” He also took issue with DOJ and ONDCP 
representatives’ insistence that the decision to fund the HIDTA program with only $100 million 
was “pre-decisional.” In his statement Souder sriid, “...And it doesn’t take very many 
Republicans to do a wake-up call here that an arrogant approach that says ‘Everything is pre- 
decisional, we’re not even going to talk to all these people out in the country, we’re not going to 
present any evidence to Congress... You have not given any compelling evidence that says why 
it should be moved over or what the punishment is. Why do you think that the Attorney 
General’s Office can do it better than ONDCP...” 
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CONGRESSMAN ELIJAH CUMMINGS 

At the same hearing. Congressman Cummings stated, “...I believe that HIDTA would be better 
off the way it is. I don’t want it to get it lost in the Department of Justice. We have too many 
people who are depending on HIDTA to do the things that HIDTA does. . . HIDTA is widely 
credited with having broken down barriers among participating local, state and federal 
agencies. . . The fundamental character and unique system of accountability of the HIDTA 
program will be lost if it is merged with the Organized Crime and Drug Enforcement Task Force, 
whose mission is complementary but distinct.” 

CONGRESSWOMAN DIANE WATSON 

At the same hearing. Congresswoman Watson also vehemently opposed Director Walters’ 
proposal for the HIDTA program. Her testimony reads, “I don’t know what your data is but I 
can tell you from what my people say in the region, this is a program they can’t do without.” 

CONGRESSMAN STENY HOVER 

“. . .1 am a strong supporter of the HIDTA program, and worked to have the 
Washington/Baltimore corridor designated a HIDTA in 1993,” said Congressman Steny Hoyer. 

“I sincerely regret that the President proposed to cut more than $120 million from the HIDTA 
program and move the program from the Office of National Drug Control Policy to the 
Department of Justice. These changes will in fact eliminate an effective program that efficiently 
coordinates our law enforcement efforts to address serious problems with drug consumption and 
drug related crime in our region and throughout the country. I will fi^t to restore this funding 
and keep HIDTA at ONDCP in the appropriations process this year.” 

SENATE LETTER 

Fifty-six Senators from both political parties have co-signed a letter to the Senate Appropriations 
Committee leadership stating: “...Additionally, we also ask for your support for maintaining 
funding of the HIDTA program at ONDCP rather than OCDETF, as proposed in the President’s 
FY2006 budget request. As you know, the Senate also expressed its intention in the FY 2006 
Budget Resolution that HIDTA remain within ONDCP because that is where Congress last 
authorized the program to reside. To date, no explanation has been provided for the proposal to 
move HIDTA to the Department of Justice. Therefore, until the appropriate authorizing 
committees in the House and Senate investigate this proposal further, we believe that it is 
inappropriate to move the successful HIDTA program from ONDCP to the Department of 
Justice...” 


SENATE AMENDMENT 

Senators Baucus, Grassley, Leahy, Bingaman, Murray, Talent, Smith and DeWine have co- 
sponsored a Sense of the Senate amendment to the Senate Budget Resolution requesting full 
funding for the HIDTA program and retaining the program in ONDCP. Section b of the Sense of 
the Senate reads: “It is the sense of the Senate that - (1 ) the spending level of budget function 
750 (Administration of Justice) is assumed to include $227,000,000 for the High Intensity Drug 
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Trafficking Area; and (2) unless new legislation is enacted, it is assumed that the HIDTA 
program will remain in the Office of National Drug Control Policy, where Congress last 
authorized it to reside.” 

Senator Baucus, in presenting the Sense of the Senate stated, . .The President’s budget also 
proposes to shift the program from ONDCP to the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task 
Force within the Department of Justice. Both of these proposals could derail the highly 
successful HIDTA program. . . 

Montana law enforcement tell me that moving the HIDTA program to OCDETF will do nothing 
to improve law enforcement capabilities and will undermine the unique partnerships and 
innovation that the HIDTA program has helped to create nationwide and that has been so 
successful in curbing the spread of meth in Montana. HIDTA’s are about coordination and 
collaboration. OCDETF is more centrally managed with an assumed Federal lead and with a 
focus on investigations and prosecution - an important mission but not the same as the HIDTA 
mission. Additionally, according to the National Narcotics Officers Association the vast 
majority of OCDETF cases originate with HlDTA-funded operational task forces. The current 
organization works; why change it?... 

In presenting the Sense of the Senate amendment. Senator Grassley stated, “...In particular, the 
proposal to transfer to the Department of Justice and reduce the funding for the High Intensity 
Drug Trafficking Areas program - also known as the HIDTA program - would have a major 
impact on drug enforcement issues. . . 

Congress provided the Office of National Drug Control Policy with the responsibility for the 
management - and effectiveness - of the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area program. For a 
relatively modest investment. Federal, State and local law enforcement have tremendously 
benefited from the increased information sharing and improved coordination that HIDTAs create. 
The task forces created through the HIDTA program can serve as models for initiatives against 
terrorism, money laundering and other modem threats to civil society. . .” 

MAJOR COUNTY SHERIFF’S ASSOCIATION 

The Major County Sheriffs Association passed a resolution that concludes: “Now, therefore, be 
it resolved, the Major County Sheriffs Association does hereby call upon the United States 
House and Senate to restore fall funding in the Department of Justice appropriations for law 
enforcement Byrne Grants and SCAAP, and to restore fall funding in the Office of National 
Drug Control Policy appropriations for HIDTA.” 


NATIONAL ALLIANCE OF STATE DRUG ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES 

On March 9, 2005, The National Alliance of State Drug Enforcement Agencies, representing all 
50 states in the Nation, presented its position on this issue: “. . .Moving the HIDTA program to 
OCDETF will do nothing to enhance law enforcement and will hinder the continuation of 
partnerships and innovation that the HIDTA program has fostered. The HIDTA program has 
enjoyed wide acceptance by heads of state and local law enforcement agencies for two important 
reasons. Under HIDTA, state and local agency heads join with our federal counterparts on an 
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equal basis to determine the direction of the individual HIDTAs. There is no other cooperative 
endeavor of this magnitude in law enforcement today. Secondly, the HIDTA program has been 
able to project a degree of separation from other federal agencies by placement within ONDCP. 
Although ONDCP has shown reluctance to immerse the program, it should not be placed within 
a department that gives the perception that it will be under the control and direction of a federal 
law enforcement entity. To do otherwise would certainly influence state and local participation 
and ownership of the program...” 

NATIONAL NARCOTICS OFFICERS ASSOCIATION COALITION 

The National Narcotics Officers Association Coalition (NNOAC), which represents 43 state 
narcotics officers associations, with a combined membership of more than 60,000 police officers 
across the country, is strongly opposed to Director Walters’ proposed budget cuts and move of 
the HIDTA program to DOJ. NNOAC is one of the stakeholder groups with whom Director 
Walters failed to consult for their expertise and experience. The NNOAC “urges the restoration 
of the HIDTA and Byrne Grant programs at the fiscal year 2005 level and the retention of the 
HIDTA program at ONDCP where the agency serves as a fair and honest broker on behalf of law 
enforcement.” 

CALIFORNIA SHERIFF’S ASSOCIATION 

A letter from the California Sheriff s Association dated March 3 1 , 2005 states, “ . . . These 
proposals will severely weaken the federal, state and local partnerships that have developed over 
the years in combating California’s drug problem and the successes achieved. The HIDTA 
program is successful because it forms equal partnerships between federal, state and local law 
enforcement leaders...” 

UTAH LAW ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATORS AND DIRECTORS 

The Salt Lake County, Utah Law Enforcement Administrators and Directors (L.E.A.D.S.) which 
is comprised of 32 criminal justice agencies writes, “...We were shocked and extremely 
disappointed when we learned that the fiscal 2006 federal budget proposal included reducing 
HIDTA funding by over 50% and moving it from a neutral environment in ONDCP’s Office of 
State and Local Affairs to the U.S. Department of Justice. . . These changes do not reflect the 
collective expertise available in law enforcement. HIDTA is successful because of the equal 
partnership in addressing the drug threat regionally, consistent with the national goals. The key 
to the HIDTA program is its neutrality, the fact that there is no one on our Executive Board from 
ONDCP to exert pressure or to compete for the limited funds. That would not be the case if the 
program moved to Justice. . .” 

PHOENIX CHIEF OF POLICE JACK HARRIS 

Phoenix Chief of Police Harris stated at the hearing on March lO"" before the House Government 
Reform Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy and Human Resources, “...Moving the 
program from ONDCP to OCDETF - I have to say that 1 am in total opposition to that. 

OCDETF is the administrative, non-operational body that provides funding and prosecution, not 
drug enforcement investigations. 

HIDTA was formed, as you have heard, as a grass-roots program designated to promote 
interagency cooperation between federal, local and state agencies. That is occurring every day in 
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Phoenix... that cooperation and communication between agencies is what brought down those 
heads of crime organizations dealing with drugs.. .over 90% of the OCDETF cases are conducted 
by local agencies. So you are going to ask us to continue to be part of that organization and to 
target individuals that we have no input on...” 

BALTIMORE POLICE COMMISSIONER LEONARD HAMM 

Baltimore, Maryland Acting Police Commissioner Hamm testified at the same hearing that: 

“. . . All partners in HIDTA work under a formula of measured success and management for 
results. Ending the successful HIDTA formula that law enforcement has worked on for years 
will jeopardize major cases, networking, leads and partnership which have proven to work... 

And, Mr. Chairman, there are those who question the value of HIDTA. They simply haven’t 
taken the time to look at these measurable, life-saving results. I urge all of you to maintain an 
open mind and speak directly with the HIDTA Directors and law enforcement professionals who 
dedicate their lives to just the kind of cases which federal, state and local should be focusing 
on...” 

HOUSTON CHIEF OF POLICE HAROLD HURTT 

Houston Chief of Police Hurtt in a Houston Chronicle editorial writes, “Without consulting state 
and local law enforcement leaders, the Office of National Drug Control Policy has 
recommended . . . moving it to the Department of Justice’s Organized Crime Drug Enforcement 
Task Foree (OCDETF) program. This is unilateral, short-sighted and a dangerous policy 
recommendation. . . As a chief executive of an agency responsible for designing and 
implementing the most effective counter drug strategy for the citizens of Houston and as 
president of the Major Cities Chiefs organization I will fight this...” 

’’Moving what is left of the HIDTA program to OCDETF with no guarantee of an equal voice of 
all participants would destroy the partnership and cooperation that makes the HIDTA program so 
successful. Most disturbingly, by eviscerating the HIDTA program and moving the remaining 
funds to OCDETF, we risk returning to the days when cooperation among law enforcement was 
episodic rather than systematic, delivered on a case-by-case basis, and found to be generally 
ineffective in disrupting drug trafficking on our streets and in our neighborhoods. . .” 

FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF LAW ENFORCMENT COMMISSIONER GUY 
TUNNELL 

Florida Department of Law Enforcement Commissioner Tunnell, in a letter to Congressman 
Weldon writes, “. . .Moving the HIDTA program to OCDETF will hinder the continuation of the 
existing federal, state and local law enforcement partnerships that were created with the 
inception of the program. Under the umbrella of the HIDTA program, state and local executive 
agency heads join with their federal counterparts on an equal basis to determine the strategy of 
their specific HIDTA. There is no other cooperative endeavor of this magnitude in law 
enforcement anywhere in this country. . . In closing, 1 want to emphasize that my experience has 
shown that the best strategy to fight the national drug problem often begins at the state and local 
levels by identifying national and international drug trafficking organizations that distribute 
illicit drugs in our country. This strategy protects the safety of the citizens we all serve. . .” 
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FARMINGTON HILLS CHIEF OF POLICE WILLIAM DWYER 

Farmington Hills, Michigan Chief of Police Dwyer writes; . .the proposed removal of the 
HIDTA program from the ONDCP will further reduce the effectiveness and impact of the 
program. The HIDTA program was specifically designed not to be another federal agency, but 
rather to be a unique and flexible program that provides shared authority among federal, state 
and local agencies to address the specific problems in the region in a neutral form. If the 
proposed transfer of HIDTA to DOJ occurs, the program will inevitably lose the unique balance 
it achieved between local and federal agencies...” 

NNOAC PRESIDENT RON BROOKS 

Ron Brooks, President of the National Narcotics Officers Association Coalition is quoted in the 
San Mateo Daily Journal. “Moving HIDTA to the Department of Justice Organized Crime Drug 
Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF) program will only serve to destroy the partnership between 
federal, state and local law enforcement as we know it today.” 

ONDCP DIRECTOR WALTERS 

ONDCP Director John Walters, in introducing the 2004 HIDTA Annual Report for the National 
HIDTA Conference in December 2004, wrote; “...This past year, the HIDTA program continued 
to bring federal, state and local law enforcement together to make a measurable difference in 
disrupting the market for illegal drugs. 

Investigations of high level traffickers and seizures that disrupt drug trafficking organizations 
remain the hallmark of the program. A pre-condition of the HIDTA program being effective is 
the ability to get federal, state and local law enforcement to work together in a coordinated 
fashion. This, in turn enhances the security of our country from threats both foreign and 
domestic, and serves as a model for other agencies.” 

Walters ends his letter by stating, “As we gather to honor the achievements of individuals, 
groups and HIDTAs, I thank you for your fine work and wish you the best in the year ahead as 
we work together to disrupt the market for illegal drugs in our great nation. Less than two 
months later, he proposed reducing the funding for HIDTA by 56% and moving the program 
from ONDCP to U.S. Department of Justice. 

CONCLUSION 

There are two legitimate questions that are repeatedly asked as it relates to Director Walters’ 
recent recommendation related to the HIDTA program. 

The first question is: Why would Director Walters recommend reducing the HIDTA 
funding so drastically and transferring it out of ONDCP when it is such an effective and 
strongly supported program? 

The HIDTA Directors have heard and read different reasons for Director Walters’ proposals. 
These reasons include HIDTA’s score on the U.S. Office of Management and Budget’s Program 
Assessment Rating Tool (PART), a lack of program focus, and that the HIDTA program would 
be, for some reason, more effective under DOJ. None of these assertions are supported by data, 
research or accurate information. The HIDTA Directors are as perplexed as everyone else over 
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the underlying reason for this ill-conceived proposal. They have heard rumors but have chosen 
not to repeat what cannot be supported as factual. 

However, the Directors are aware that U.S. governmental agencies have been under pressure to 
reduce funding. In FY2005, ONDCP’s funding was $507 million. The two largest portions, or 
68% of that budget, are the anti-drug media campaign ($ 1 20 million) and HIDTA ($227 million). 
Even though the media campaign received a lower PART score than HIDTA, Director Walters is 
very supportive of the campaign. He chose to reduce HIDTA by $127 million and transfer the 
remaining $100 million for HIDTA to Justice. That reflects a 46% reduction in ONDCP’s 
budget. Is this good fiscal management or poor public policy? 

The second question is: Since Director Walters apparently does not support the HIDTA 
program, why would law enforcement leaders choose to remain at ONDCP? 

Most of the answers to this question are found throughout this report. Specifically, the HIDTA 
program is managed on a day-to-day basis by the Office of State and Local Affairs within 
ONDCP. Officials in the Office of State and Local Affairs understand and support the program. 
They manage HIDTA well; thus, the program under their stewardship has been successful and 
effective. They believe in the federal, state and local partnership as well as working closely with 
directors to enhance the program. Director Walters, during his term in office, has had limited 
interaction with the HIDTA program and little impact other than allocation of discretionary 
funding. 

The unanimous opinion of the HIDTA Directors and the majority of the state and local 
leadership representing the executive boards is that the independence, neutrality and flexibility 
offered under ONDCP far outweighs the potential negative influence of Director Walters’s lack 
of support of the program and the significant potential to federalize HIDTA at DOJ. 

The HIDTA Directors, (formerly federal, state and local law enforcement managers) in accord 
with hundreds of law enforcement executives across the country, are convinced that should either 
the 56% budget reduction or transfer to DOJ occur, it would effectively kill the program. The 
HIDTA Directors strongly believe that the program is the most effective national drug 
enforcement effort they have experienced in their careers. This proposal is an affront to the 
12,000 heroic men and women in the program who are combating drug abuse and violence 
across the nation. The HIDTA Directors have pledged to support their efforts and to keep the 
leaders and policy makers informed about this remarkable program. They confidently invite 
decision makers to ask their law enforcement leaders and officers across the country their 
opinion about the tremendous impact of HIDTA. 

For more information on the National HIDTA Directors Association and its position on Director 
Walters’ FY2006 HIDTA-related proposals, visit www.hidtadirectors.org or call (703) 400-0708. 
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iVHDA 

National HIDTA Directors Association 


Position Paper 


PROPOSAL: 

The Director of the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) 
recommends reducing the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) 
Program’s funding fixim $227 million to $1 00 million and transferring the 
program from the ONDCP to the Department of Justice (DOJ) under the 
Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF) program. 

ISSUES: 

• The HIDTA program is a demonstrably effective program and cannot 
accomplish its mission and objectives with a 56% budget reduction. 

• HIDTA cannot remain effective under the auspices of the Department of 
Justice and should remain at ONDCP’s Bureau of State and Local Affairs. 

• Representations made supporting the proposal are misleading, incorrect and 
may seriously hamper accurate legislative decision making related to this 
proposal. 

The ONDCP Director’s recommendation was made without consulting the 
hundreds of feda^al, state and local law enforcement leaders making up the 
executive boards of the various HIDTAs. The HIDTA executive boards and 
directors are opposed to this recommendation because it would virtually render 
the program ineffective and destroy the equal partnership by giving management 
and control to the federal government. To infer that these cuts and movement 
would enhance the program is not logical. There are no specifics or data to 
demonstrate why this proposal is good public policy or good for drug law 
enforcement. One can only speculate as to why and how this recommendation 
came about. The HIDTA Program has shown tremendous positive results and 
continues to become more successful. The following is success by any measure; 

• The development of innovative programs 

• Centralized and coordinated intelligence centers 

• Nationwide connectivity 

• Training 21.893 students in 2004^ 

• In 2004, the disruption or dismantling of 509 international, 711 multi-state 
and 1.110 local drug trafficking organizations^ 


Travis Kuykendall 

Washington/Baitimore 

Thomas H Carr 


These are but a few of the areas HIDTA has shown positive results and leadership 
in drug law enforcement. 
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HIDTA was designed to be a grass roots program. Its objective is to empower and 
facilitate local, state and federal law enforcement officials to work as a team. The 
success of this coordination is due to the required federal, state and local agency 
executive boards, initiative structure and the relationships made at the regional level. 
HIDTA was conceptualized as a grass roots program because of the fact that strict federal 
direction Ifom Washington, D.C. often discourages and minimizes local and state 
participation. Centralized federal bureaucracy and agency guidelines are seldom flexible 
enough to be responsive to regional needs. 

Proponents of this budget proposal must recognize that the drug problem is not solely 
national. It is a collection of interconnected, regional drug problems. HIDTA was 
specifically created to improve law enforcement’s ability to react to these various regions. 
HIDTA’s positive influence in those regions and capability to work inter-regionally is 
part of its success. 

Since its inception in 1990, HIDTA programs have: 

• Seized record numbers of drugs and assets gained through drug trafficking 
activities 

• Arrested and convicted tens of thousands of criminals 

• Disrupted and dismantled thousands of drug trafficking organizations (DTOs) 

• Established intelligence centers in 33 regions that are used by hundreds of 
agencies in and away from those regions 

• Provided a level playing field and partnership for local, state and federal leaders 

• Established an annual Threat Assessment procedure 

• Developed strategies on a regional basis that interrupt the national flow of drugs 

• Established commingled, collocated multi-agency task forces whose performance 
are measured and reported aimually to ONDCP 

• Provided in-depth annual reporting of accomplishments 

• Received numerous OCDETF and ONDCP awards for investigative achievement 

• Provided investigators with innovative technology, analytical support and training 
to support their cases 

• Created a national corps of well trained local, state and federal investigators who 
desire to work in a cooperative environment 

• Developed data and deconfliction systems to ensure officer safety, share 
information, track violators, analyze intelligence and provide nationwide 
connectivity 

• Provided for unprecedented levels of interagency cooperation and collaboration 

HIDTA has been and continues to be one of the most successful partnerships between 
federal, state and local government as well as a successful national drug enforcement 
program. The program is strategically placed in 28 regions throughout the nation to 
facilitate and coordinate the activities of drug law enforcement. The overall goal of this 
partnership is to reduce drug availability regionally and nationally as well as make drug 
law enforcement more effective and efficient. The primary reason for the success of 
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the program is that it is within ONDCP’s Bureau of State and Local Affairs, a 
neutral entity with no enforcement arm to compete or take control. No personnel 
from ONDCP are members of the Executive Board. Thus, HIDTA provides for an 
equal partnership between federal, state and local law enforcement leaders tailored 
for a regional approach and goals yet tied to the national mission. The federal, state 
and local drug enforcement missions, although different, are intimately and directly inter- 
related and must be melded together in the form of collaborative, information sharing, 
networks and task forces. That is what HIDTA is. An effective national counter-drug 
strategy will not work if the federal agencies, state agencies and local agencies go their 
separate ways and don’t leverage effort and share information. This proposal sets back 
fifteen years of effort to meld federal, state and local agencies into effective drug 
enforcement partnerships. 

OCDETF AND fflDTA ARE DIFFERENT PROGRAMS WITH 
DIFFERENT MISSIONS AND SHOULD BE KEPT SEPARATE: 

Task Forces: 


OCDETF’s nine regional “task forces” are non-operational, administrative bodies that 
are labeled task forces solely due to their varied federal participants. They do not 
perform any enforcement activities. All cases seeking OCDETF sanction emanate from 
within the member agencies, state and local agencies and/or HIDTAs. None stem from 
an investigator assigned to an OCDETF regional task force. Their use of the term task 
force is non-traditional in drug law enforcement. 

HIDTA funded task forces are commingled, collocated, multi-agency, operational units 
made up of federal, state and local officers with various missions that include, but are not 
limited to, money laundering, distribution, sales, interdiction, prosecution, violence, 
gangs and intelligence. The 355 HIDTA-funded task forces across the country involve 
over 12,000 personnel (2/3 of which are from state and local agencies) from:^ 

283 federal agency offices 
327 state agencies 
916 local agencies 

Investigations initiated by HIDTA task forces (825 with OCDETF designation') represent 
a significant portion of OCDETF’s reported achievements. 

Investigative Intelligence and Support Activities: 

OCDETF has no intelligence capabilities of its own nor does it provide any intelligence 
to law enforcement. All intelligence resides within the member’s respective agency. 
OCDETF’s support activity is that of funding. It does not provide investigative support 
beyond prosecution and money. 
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HIDTA has intelligence units that: 

• Have multiple local, state and federal as well as commercial databases with 
pointer indices to avoid duplicative investigative effort and enhance 
productivity 

• Provide post-seizure analysis 

• Offer deconfliction of cases, subjects and operational events ensuring officer 
and citizen safety 

• Are connected to national law enforcement cyber pipelines to ensure 
cormectivity among HIDTAs and other law enforcement agencies 

• Produce annual threat assessments and special strategic reports 

• Have sub-committees and task force commanders from local, state and federal 
agencies to direct their activities 

• Provide analytical support through all phases of an investigation 

• Conduct pro-active intelligence activities to produce informants and develop 
cases 

Funding: 

The $550 million OCDETF budget primarily funds approximately 4,000 federal 
personnel outside their agency’s budget. In 2004, that included personnel apportioned as 
follows:^ 


Agencv 

Personnel 

DEA 

1,270 

FBI 

937 

U.S. Attorneys 

881 

IRS 

471 

ICE 

384 

ATF 

54 

U.S. Marshals 

13 


These agents and personnel are assigned to their various divisional offices carrying out 
their respective agency’s mission relating to drug enforcement and under the direction of 
the special agent in charge of that office. A small percentage of the OCDETF budget 
directly helps fund OCDETF-designated investigations with overtime and travel money 
for state and local law enforcement. 

The $227 million of HIDTA funding in twenty-eight strategic regions goes to support:^ 

• 355 operational task forces (65% established by HIDTA) 

• 53 intelligence centers (all but one established by HIDTA) 

• 4,428 federal personnel 

• 8,459 state and local personnel of which 1,996 are directly funded by the HIDTA 
Program 
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By law, at least 51 percent of HIDTA fimds must go to state and local agencies. The fact 
that funding can be distributed among local, state and federal agencies at the Executive 
Board’s direction allows for fiscal flexibility which would be unavailable within the 
Department of Justice. Fiscal flexibility does not mean non-compliance with OMB 
regulations. To the contrary, HIDTA funds disbursed to local and state agencies have 
more levels of scrutiny and audit than any other program. In fact, it is easier to track 
HIDTA funds to local and state agencies than funds to federal participants. The 
flexibility mentioned refers to the ability to make a choice when contracting or making 
purchases by selecting the most appropriate agency and minimizing obstacles. 

Structure: 


OCDETF is a program for federal agencies and managed by a federal agency. 
Department of Justice. The majority of its funding is designated for full time federal 
employees distributed among participating federal agencies (see above). No funding is 
provided for sustained analytical/intelligence support, equipment or case development 
(prior to OCDETF designation). It has no operational task forces, pointer indices or 
intelligence capability. Non-federal agencies are not represented in their administrative 
task forces. 

HIDTAs are governed by executive boards that contain an equal number of state/local 
law enforcement agency heads and federal agency administrators. These partnerships 
produce regional threat assessments, develop strategies to attack the threat and implement 
the strategies with operational task forces. They decide the level of funding for each task 
force and assess results annually. Task force commanders are selected from agencies 
participating in HIDTA and lead commingled, collocated officers and analytical 
personnel in their investigative effort. The task forces are continually monitored for 
efficiency and effectiveness by the Executive Board. Each task force and ultimately each 
HIDTA must report their success through OMB compatible performance measures. 

Operations: 

OCDETF designated investigations are submitted to OCDETF by federal, state and local 
agencies and/or task forces. The designation is generally for funding assistance and the 
assignment of prosecutors on a case by case basis. The OCDETF-funded federal 
positions are assigned to work within their respective federal offices throughout the 
United States. 

OCDETF is primarily a federal funding mechanism for federal positions and also 
provides some support to drug law enforcement with funding for major cases. No cases 
start at or within an OCDETF task force. OCDETF cases generally evolve from local 
and regional targets and develop into OCDETF investigations. 


Unlike OCDETF, HIDTA task forces actually develop and open cases, provide and share 
intelligence and informants that leads to OCDETF investigations and support for other 
OCDETF cases across the country. HIDTA proactively identifies, targets, investigates 
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and attempts to disrupt or dismantle international, multi-state and local drug trafficking 
organizations. 

HIDTA staff is currently compiling case statistics from 2004. As of March 3, 2005, with 
only 70% of HIDTA’s reporting, HIDTA funded task forces: 

• Investigated 3,1 17 drug trafficking organizations. Of those, 60% or 1,881 were 
international or multi-state in scope 

• 8 1 3 of the drug trafficking organizations were dismantled and 1,517 were 
disrupted 

• 825 OCDETF cases were referred from HIDTA funded task forces and 230 were 
linked to CPOT targets 


CLARIFYING ISSUES RELATED TO THE PROPOSAL: 

PEA AND OCDETF SUCCESS RELATED TO CPOT 


In 2004, DEA and OCDETF successfully dismantled 36 organizations linked to the 
consolidated priority organization targeting (CPOT) list and significantly disrupted the 
activities of 159 others.^ 


RESPONSE 


CY2004 preliminary data from the HIDTAs concludes that the majority of the cases cited 
as OCDETF/CPOT were actually from HIDTA funded task forces with DEA, state and 
local officers working as a team.^ OCDETF does not investigate and are not involved in 
operations. Their function is to provide supplemental fiscal and prosecution assistance. 
Yet the proposal is to cut the HIDTA Program and enhance OCDETF. 


HIDTA HAS FAILED WITH CPOT TARGETS 


Efforts to focus HIDTAs on targeting high level organizations (DTOs) such as CPOT 
have failed.'* 


RESPONSE 


In 2004, HIDTA targeted*: 

• 875 international DTOs 

• 1 ,006 multi-state DTOs 

• 1,236 local DTOs 

• Of these targeted cases, 230 were linked to CPOT 
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• This represents 32% of the 730 active investigations linked to 42 targets cited by 
USDO/ 

It is an inaccurate statement that the HIDTAs failed to target high level DTOs. The real 
issue was how ONDCP used the supplemental funds to finance investigations linked to 
the CPOT list. The Director failed to consult with HIDTA leadership, ONDCP 
guidelines were vague, CPOT lists were difficult to obtain, funding was rarely needed to 
pursue CPOT cases, and when it was needed for cases, it took over six months to receive 
the allocation. 

It is important to note that the Direetor was responsible to give final approval for any 
CPOT or related funding. The Director never requested HIDTA practitioners to assess 
the viability of the program to fund CPOT cases. HIDTA did not and has not failed to 
target high level DTOs. The conclusions that HIDTAs did not target high level 
organizations were made without receiving or including the 2004 performance data. 


HIDTA NO LONGER FOCUSED 


In 1990, HIDTA originally set up in five regions considered most critical high intensity 
drug trafficking areas at $25 million and has expanded to 28 regions and $227 million in 
2004. Today, the program is no longer well focused.'* 

RESPONSE 


HIDTA evolved over the last fourteen years precisely because it is a highly successful 
program. It expanded as drug experts, and Congress recognized the need for a more 
regional approach to the national drug problem. It grew because it works. The HIDTA 
Program is more focused today than it has ever been. The newly developed performance 
measures implemented in CY2004 demonstrate this focus. This is clearly reflected by the 
caliber of its investigations, the advancement of model intelligence centers, national 
connectivity, proactive training, law enforcement partnerships, innovative new programs, 
and a high degree of accountability. The HIDTA Program is one of the most focused 
programs in law enforcement. It has a clear mission, aligned goals and specific 
performance measures. 


HIDTA NOT LINKED TO SIGNIFICANT REDUCTION 


State and local drug enforcement efforts have not been able to show a link with 
significant reductions in drug trafficking. 

RESPONSE 


HIDTAs are focused on the most significant drug trafficking organizations and have 
achieved a very impressive track record. Drug law enforcement experts agree that the 
majority of high level cases originate with state and local law enforcement efforts. The 
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best mechanism for these agencies to partner with federal agencies is through existing 
HIDTA funded task forces. HIDTA supports the efforts of local and state agencies. It 
enables them to pursue cases to the highest level possible. 

It is short sighted and revisionist to imply federal drug enforcement can better impact the 
national drug problem without a close coordinated cooperative partnership with state and 
local law enforcement. This is why the HIDTA program was created. Universally, drug 
enforcement experts agree the key to success is for state and local law enforcement to 
develop cases, informants, and interdictions on the interstates. 

With HIDTA's growth across the country, teen drug use has been lowered and a reduction 
in crime has occurred. These results were achieved based on a compilation of efforts, 
and HIDTA was an integral part. 


HIDTA TRANSFER WILL RETAIN POSITIVE ASPECTS 


ONDCP will ensure the HIDTA Program retains its positive aspects such as an emphasis 
on intelligence sharing and interagency cooperation after its transfer.^ 

RESPONSE 


It is simply not logical to assume a program reduced by 56% of its operational budget 
will retain much of what the program has accomplished. The proposal will effectively 
eliminate most of the HIDTA Intelligence Centers and many of the multi-agency drug 
task forces. If the intelligence sharing and intelligence center is a positive aspect of 
HIDTA, why is the federal government allocating funds to federal agencies for 
intelligence sharing and drug intelligence fusion centers? How can interagency 
cooperation be maintained when preliminary surveys indicate that a good portion of the 
federal, state and local commingled, collocated task forces will be disbanded with the 
proposed reduction? How is an equal partnership between federal, state and local law 
enforcement leaders maintained when the program is run and directed by a federal 
agency out of Washington, DC? Who can truly believe that much of what the HIDTA 
program represents would be retained with these cuts and transfer. 


HIDTA TARGETS ARE TOO LOW LEVEL 


The HIDTA Program is presently pursuing targets at too low a level in the drug market to 
be effective. 


RESPONSE 


The 2004 performance measurements demonstrate that this statement is inaccurate. 
HIDTAs target at a very high level to include international and multi-state DTOs many 
with CPOT linkage and OCDETF designation. In addition to these high level cases. 
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HIDTA also targets local drug trafficking organizations. Many of these local 
investigations evolve into elevated or high level multi-state or international cases. It is 
uncommon to initiate a DTO investigation at the highest level. HIDTA protocols, 
support and performance measurements encourage and enable task forces to investigate 
their cases to the highest level possible. 


HIDTA FAVORS CERTAIN AREAS 


The process used to fund HIDTAs favors certain areas without systematically assessing 
the country’s overall drug enforcement priority and needs. 

RESPONSE 


This is contrary to the process for approving funding and allocation of areas to be 
designated HIDTA. HIDTAs are required to submit a threat assessment, provide a 
strategy to address the threat and fund initiatives that are part of the strategy. Annually, 
each HIDTA is judged by performance measures. All of these documents are submitted 
to ONDCP for their use on an annual basis. There are unique challenges and threats for 
each HIDTA office. These threats and operational costs often fluctuate based on the 
region where the office is housed. The ONDCP Director seems to suggest a one size fits 
all approach will be more efficient. Again, HIDTA was developed regionally to address 
the threats in a specific area. Not all regional threats are the same. The Director has 
access to a tremendous resource in terms of leadership and experience within the HIDTA 
Program. He could have communicated these concerns at any time but failed to do so. 
The Director should evaluate the process for approving funding and for the allocation of 
areas designated as HIDTAs, not the program itself. 


ADVANTAGES OF HIDTA UNDER OCDETF 


The advantages to placing the HIDTA Program under OCDETF control are that it would 
assure the resources are more nationally aligned with programs with a proven record of 
success against high level targets. This move would also improve HIDTA’ s access to 
dot’s new intelligence fusion centers reinforcing its intelligence related efforts. This 
proposed change would enhance the effectiveness and would more than justify the 
change. 


RESPONSE 


As shown earlier, these programs with proven records of success are primarily based on 
HIDTA task forces. As described earlier in tbis paper, there is not a natural alignment 
between OCDETF and HIDTA. In fact, they are different programs with different 
missions. HIDTA has a proven record of success against priority high level targets and 
has contributed to a great deal of OCDETF statistics. HIDTA has federal, state and local 
personnel all working in central intelligence centers (ISCs) in 53 locations throughout the 
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United States. A close relationship between the fusion centers and HIDTA ISCs could be 
a very powerful tool. However, stating this change will enhance effectiveness is totally 
unsupported and inaccurate. 


OMB CITES HIDTA 


The Office of Management and Budgets Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART) cited 
the HIDTA Program for not being able to demonstrate results.* 

RESPONSE 


PART does not cite the HIDTA Program as being ineffective but rather for “Results not 
demonstrated”. Twenty-nine percent of the federal programs reviewed received the same 
rating. OCDETF apparently has not been assessed. The HIDTA Directors did not totally 
disagree with OMB’s assessment of FY 2003. The performance measures developed and 
supplied by ONDCP for the most part did not reflect the effectiveness of HIDTA. When 
this report came out, ONDCP’s Bureau of State and Local Affairs, HIDTA Directors 
Committee and staff, including a former OMB program manager developed new 
performance measures. They were used for the first time in 2004. 

These performance measures cite sixteen core measurements of effectiveness. 
Unfortunately, the ONDCP Director chose not to review the data or use this data in 
making his recommendations. The program is confident that these new performance 
measurements more than demonstrate HIDTAs efficiency and effectiveness. 

Apparently, the ONDCP Director disregarded the following information related to the 
March 2004 Drug Control Funding Report that is important to this issue. The overall 
PART rating for the HIDTA Program was “Results Not Demonstrated.” The program’s 
FY 2003 performance measures are primarily outputs supplemented with milestones. 
New outcome-oriented measures have been developed for future years as part of the 
performance management system designed in FY 2003. A committee of HIDTA 
directors is currently refining the system to enable a better linkage of performance to 
budgets, taking into account the shortage of HIDTA-specific data. This system should 
enable the program to document its effectiveness. ^ 

The new performance measures (16) used in 2004 includes such data as: 

• Efforts against drug trafficking organizations by type and scope including cost 

• Efforts against money laundering organizations by type and scope 

• Drugs removed by wholesale value and return on investment 

• Illegally gained assets removed and return on investment 

• Cost of investigative activity 

• Efforts against methamphetamine clandestine laboratories, precursor/chemical 
sources and laboratory dump sites 

• Training efficiency 
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• Event and case deconfliction 

• Analytical support 

• Investigation referral to other HIDTAs or agencies 

SUMMARY: 

• HIDTA has been able to demonstrate its effectiveness targeting, dismantling and 
disrupting international, multi-state and local drug trafficking organizations many of 
which have OCDETF designation and linked to CPOT. However, HIDTA has also 
maintained its flexibility to successfully address other drug problems such as the 
clandestine manufacture of methamphetamine. 

• The primary reason for the success of the program is that it is within ONDCP’s 
Bureau of State and Local Affairs, a neutral entity with no enforcement arm to 
compete or take control. No personnel from ONDCP are members of the Executive 
Board. Thus, HIDTA provides for an equal partnership between federal, state and 
local law enforcement leaders tailored for a regional approach and goals yet tied to 
the national mission. 

• The HIDTA Program cannot remain effective with a 56% reduction in funds 
regardless of where it is housed. 

• The human, operational, intelligence and technical infrastructure that HIDTA has 
built in the last fifteen years, changing the face of drug law enforcement across the 
nation, will be lost if this proposal becomes reality. 

• HIDTA’s successes and contributions can and should be factored into the cause for 
the reduction of teen drug use and drug related crime as much as any other singular 
endeavor, such as a media campaign. 

• OCDETF and HIDTA are beneficial programs but whose missions are dissimilar. 

• OCDETF/DOJ has a unilateral, federal approach to drug law enforcement. HIDTA 
addresses the totality of drug law enforcement. 

• OCDETF precludes the incorporation of state and local police executives in drug law 
enforcement management that affects their areas. 

• The HIDTA Program’s most beneficial contributions cannot endure under DOJ 
management and guidelines. 
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NOTES: 

''2004 HIDTA Annual Report Performance Measures Tables (as of 3/3/05 with 70% of 
HIDTAs reporting) 

^ DOJ FY 2005 Budget and Performance Summary (OCDETF) 

^ HIDTA Director’s Survey, February 22, 2005 with 79% of HIDTA’s reporting 
'' Department of Justice 2006 Budget “At a Glance” 

’ Statement of ONDCP Director Walters before the House Committee on Government 
Reform Suhcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Police and Human Resources, February 
10, 2005 

^'National Drug Control Strategy, February 2005 

^'Drug Control Funding: Agency Summary, FY 2003 - FY 2005 

* GAO January 2005 Report, “High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area’s effort to link 
investigations to international drug traffickers” 
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IMHDA 

National HIDTA Directors Association 

PO Box 25314 
Alexandr'a, Va. 22313-5314 
Phone: 703.400.0708 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

Contact: Lisa Gibson 
National HIDTA Directors’ Association 
(703) 400-0708 
Iwgllc@yahoo.com 


FACT SHEET 

National HTOTA Directors Association Response to 
ONDCP Director Walters’ Proposed FY06 HIDTA Budget 


Proposed Actions 

John Waiters, director of the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP), 
has proposed reducing the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) 
program budget from $227M to $100M, representing a 56 percent reduction from 
its current funding level. He also proposes to transfer the HIDTA program from 
the ONCDP to the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) Organized Crime Drug 
Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF) program. 

Director Walters has recommended this budget without contacting the hundreds 
of state and local drug law enforcement leaders who comprise the 28 HIDTA 
executive boards, or those Congressional leaders who have supported the HIDTA 
program since its inception in 1990. 

Assertion vs. Fact 


1 . The Office of Management and Budget (OMB) concluded that the HIDTA 
program’s program assessment rating tool (PART) score suggests that the 
program has not demonstrated results. 

NHDA response: When OMB implemented PART, ONDCP only 
provided HIDTA budget summaries and anecdotal information. 
Therefore, OMB did not have the data it needed to determine whether or 
not the program has demonstrated results. However, the HIDTA program 
has produced unquestionably demonstrable results, including: 
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• Identifying over 5,000 drug trafficking organizations in 2004 alone, and 
disrupting or dismantling 791 international, 981 multi-state, and 1,329 
local drug trafficking organizations. Of these, 368 cases received 
OCDETF funding as well. The HIDTA program has a proven record of 
success against priority, high-level targets, and cases generated by 
HIDTA-funded initiatives have contributed a great deal to OCDETF 
statistics. 

• Operating 53 intelligence centers, which feature event and target 
deconfliction — both of which will be impossible to fund with the proposed 
HIDTA budget reductions. Event deconfliction, which is vital for 
ensuring officer safety, allows undercover officers to schedule a time and 
location for drug law enforcement activities, including drug buys and 
search warrants. Target deconfliction reduces the cost of multiple 
agencies investigating the same person, which had traditionally occurred 
because of systemic difficulties or the resistance to share information. 

• Developing the National Clandestine Laboratory Database in partnership 
with the El Paso Intelligence Center — the first federal law enforcement 
database to allow direct state/local access. 

• Seizing record numbers of drugs — drugs that will never reach the streets 
of our cities, towns, and neighborhoods. For example, in 2004, Chicago 
HIDTA task forces seized over a ton of cocaine, 40 kilograms of heroin, 
and eight tons of marijuana. There are 28 HIDTA across the country — 
imagine their impact on reducing drug availability. 

Director Walters himself, in the 2004 HIDTA Annual Report, stated, “the 
HIDTA program continue(s) to bring federal, state, and local law enforcement 
together to make a measurable difference in disrupting the market for illegal 
drugs. He went on to point out, “... this, in turn, enhances the security of our 
country from threats both foreign and domestic, and serves as a model for 
other agencies.” Given these strong, affirmative remarks, the NHDA finds 
Director Walters’ current proposals puzzling. 

2. The Department of Justice claims that moving the HIDTA program to DOJ’s 
Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF) program will 
enable the Department to more effectively define its drug control strategy, 
establish clear priorities for its key programs, and allocate its drug 
enforcement resources appropriately. 

NHDA response: Both Director Walters and Catherine O’Neil, head of 
OCDETF, apparently want to federalize the drug problem, when it is not 
totally a federal problem — it is a state and local problem as well. Centralizing 
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the administration of HIDTA funding will weaken its ability to affect change 
in each distinct HIDTA region. Each HIDTA executive board, which gives an 
equal number of votes to federal, state, and local law enforcement agencies, 
develops its own strategy with and complementary to the National Drug 
Control Strategy. The boards Implement their strategies by funding structured 
and formal initiatives, each with a mission that best uses particular expertise 
and addresses a specific threat. This type of information is most effectively 
identified at the regional — not national — level. A targeted strategy 
implemented locally produces greater immediate impact while, at the same 
time, provides avenues for further investigation into multi-state and 
international trafficking groups. 

Director Walters has also proposed significant changes for the OCDETF 
program in FY06, allocating its funding among a number of federal agencies. 
Moving the HIDTA program from ONDCP to OCDETF during this 
transitional period presents even greater uncertainty for the effectiveness of 
the HIDTA’s federal, state, and local drug law enforcement activities. It’s the 
wrong move at the wrong time. 

3. The level of funding proposed for the HIDTA program, combined with its 
placement at DOJ, will enable the program to maintain a strong focus on 
supporting state and local agencies. 

NHDA response: Ensuring a strong focus on supporting state and local law 
enforcement requires keeping the HIDTA program at ONDCP, the agency 
that has “disrupting drug markets” as one of its three goals. The HIDTA 
program’s first goal is to “disrupt the market for illegal drugs by dismantling 
or disrupting drug trafficking organizations.” Given the original placement of 
the HIDTA program at ONDCP, it is understandable that ONDCP’s strategy 
goal and the HIDTA program’s goal are complementary. In contrast, DOJ is 
responsible for a variety of other law enforcement-related issues and goals, 
and currently has no plan for how or where the HIDTA funding will be 
administered. It is unlikely that the HIDTA program will have a stronger 
focus at DOJ than it had at ONCDP. 

Moving the HIDTA program to OCDETF is inappropriate because OCDETF 
is accurately described as an administrative, prosecution support system, 
rather than a bridge that brings together federal, state, and local resources to 
address regional drug threats. The move would eliminate local input into drug 
target selection, hinder information sharing, and remove the incentives for 
local agencies to participate in critical drug enforcement programs. In 
addition, OCDETF task forces, which are comprised mostly of federal agency 
representatives, do not provide investigative support beyond prosecution and 
money. Accordingly, OCDETF administrators will be ill-equipped to address 
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numerous critical functions, such as intelligence analysis, that are routinely 
handled by HIDTAs. 

Moreover, the proposed funding cuts will have a profound effect on drug law 
enforcement at the local level. They will damage the cooperation and 
relationships among federal, state, and local agencies that the HIDTA program 
has facilitated over the past 15 years. HIDTA is not just about funding — it’s 
about cooperation, collaboration, and measurable results. 

4. In order for the HIDTA program to be the best it can be at important functions 
such as intelligence sharing and fostering multi-agency and multi- 
jurisdictional coordination, it is important for the program to be at the 
Department of Justice itself 

NHDA response: Housed at ONDCP, the HIDTA program enjoys a degree 
of visibility, efficacy, fairness, and neutrality. This neutrality fosters an 
innovative program that is immune to turf battles, and maximizes the HIDTA 
program’s ability to leverage and coordinate federal, state, and local drug 
enforcement efforts. No other program in the federal government that 
integrates federal, state, and local assistance and financial awards allows this 
level of local oversight and direction. It is highly unlikely that this 
environment would survive at DOJ, since it does not currently exist there. 

Additionally, if the ability to maintain the operational collaboration made 
possible by the current HIDTA organizational structure is lost, local law 
enforcement risks returning to the days when cooperation among agencies was 
episodic rather than systematic, delivered on a case-by-case basis, and found 
to be generally ineffective in disrupting drug trafficking organizations. We 
caimot afford to take that risk — we must continue moving forward. 

NHDA Concerns 


1. Director Walters’ proposals will impose significant financial hardships on 
states and localities. In a Peter Hart survey of police chiefs conducted for 
Drug Strategies and the Police Foundation, respondents reported that they 
have far too few resources to deal with drug abuse and its damaging 
consequences. Further, police chiefs report that they believe that the resource 
gap for addressing drugs exceeds the resource gap facing the other crime 
problems they confront. 

According to Camevale Associates’ March 2005 Drug Law Enforcement 
Policy Brief, the Administration’s proposed FY06 budget “will reduce federal 
support for state and local drug law enforcement, domestic intelligence 
sharing among law enforcement, and intergovernmental and inter- 



737 


NHDA Responds to ONDCP Director’s FY06 Budget Proposal 5 


jurisdictional drug law enforcement cooperation. If approved by Congress, 
these changes will have a significant impact on the ability of state and local 
governments to respond to drug trafficking threats in a coordinated and 
effective manner. Drug law enforcement cuts, combined with the current 
fiscal environment, will leave state and local governments with difficult 
choices if they try to maintain existing efforts to combat drug trafficking and 
drug-related crime.” Dr. John Camevale, who has served three 
administrations and four “drug czars” with the Executive Branch of the U.S. 
government, leads Camevale Associates. Camevale himself, at ONDCP, has 
directed the formulation of the National Dmg Control Strategy and the federal 
dmg control budget, and served in both the Office of Management and Budget 
and the Department of the Treasury in the Office of State and Local Affairs. 
His firm offers guidance to governments, organizations, and communities as 
they confront the public policy and program challenges of the 2D' century. 

2. Neither ONDCP nor DOJ has a plan for how or where the federal government 
will administer the remaining SIOOM in HIDTA funding. In her March 2005 
testimony, Catherine O’Neil, head of OCDETF, testified that "... at this point 
in time, the plan has not been finalized with regard to how the funding level 
will be spent, how it will be allocated, and what decisions will be made.” 
Further, O’Neil stated that “... what we want to do is to get our arms around 
the HIDTA program, to make sure that we understand exactly where the 
funding is, how it is being spent, what is working well, what might not be 
working so well...” When asked which HIDTAs were not working well and 
might not receive funding in FY06, she stated that DOJ “would be looking for 
HIDTAs that are supporting the overall goals of the national dmg control 
strategy, the goals of the department dmg strategy, and HIDTA programs that 
are working effectively,” though she could not name one HIDTA that fit these 
criteria. 

Additionally, the March 2005 testimony of John Horton from ONDCP’s 
Bureau of State and Local Affairs reads, “There are clearly some decisions 
that will have to be made, and ONDCP and DOJ are going to have to come up 
with a more specific plan.” 

The NHDA, whose members collectively represent over 1 ,000 years of law 
enforcement experience, is deeply concerned with Director Walters’ 
dangerous and incomplete policy recommendation. He is asking Congress, to 
quote Congressman Mark Souder (R-Ind.), to “vote blind.” Our citizens and 
our communities deserve better than unsupported and unfounded assumptions. 
The HIDTA directors know what works well and what does not because we 
have been measuring it for years. We are hesitant to have our budgets 
eviscerated and our program transferred to an agency that has yet to 
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understand what it is we do even as they purport that they are the best agency 
for the job. 

More concerning is that DOJ fails to understand that the partnership among 
federal, state, and local drug law enforeement leaders in our decision making 
executive boards is what makes the HIDTA program strong and effective. In 
her testimony, O’Neil states that DOJ would first “want to look at the way the 
HIDTA program is structured and determine how well those executive boards 
are working and whether they should be maintained.” 

3. The National Narcotics Officers’ Associations’ Coalition, which represents 43 
state narcotics officers’ associations and has a combined membership of more 
than 60,000 police officers around the country, is strongly opposed to Director 
Walters’ proposed budget cut for the HIDTA program, and the proposed move 
of the HIDTA program to DOJ. This is the type of stakeholder group that 
Director Walters should have consulted for its expertise and experience. The 
NNOAC “urges the restoration of the HIDTA and Byrne Grant programs at 
the FY05 levels, and the retention of the HIDTA program at ONDCP where 
the agency serves as a fair and honest broker on behalf of law enforcement.” 

The NNOAC believes that if the HIDTA and Byrne Grant program budgets 
are not restored at least to their current funding levels, suburban and rural drug 
law enforcement will no longer have the financial resources they need to 
address drugs and drug-related gang activities in their communities. Its 
leadership asserts that without the HIDTA and Byrne programs at their current 
funding levels, the country will “see a resurgence of drug usage and drug- 
related violence.” This greatly concerns the NHDA. 

4. Before Director Walters can recommend transfer of the HIDTA program to 
DOJ, Congress must issue authorization legislation or appropriate funding to 
at least research the effect of the transfer before it is implemented, since 
Congress designated ONDCP as the administering agency of the HIDTA 
program. However, he did not pursue this avenue before issuing its transfer 
recommendation. In the March 2005 hearing. Congressman Souder stated that 
this type of legislation would be needed to “define the goals of the program 
and the means of its implementation.” To reiterate his resistance to this 
approach, Souder said, “You’re missing the whole appropriations process. 
You’re missing the whole authorizing process. You’re missing multiple 
branches of government.” He continued, “And you have to have some kind of 
compelling case. And the disturbing thing today is you haven’t made any 
compelling case.” We agree with the Congressman, and assert that there is no 
compelling case to cut the HIDTA Program’s budget so dramatically, and no 
reason to move the program to DOJ. 
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Congressional Support for the HIDTA Program 

There is strong Congressional support for the HIDTA program from Members 
who represent HIDTA regions, and also from Members who do not. A few of 
many examples follow: 

• March 17, 2005: Senator Max Baucus (D-Mont.), on behalf of himself 
and senators Mike DeWine (R-Ohio), Charles Grassley (R-Iowa), Patrick 
Leahy (D-Vt.), Jeff Bingaman (D-N.M.), Patty Murray (D-Wash.), 
Gordon Smith (R-Ore.), and Jim Talent (R-Mo.), proposed Amendment 
number 253, a Sense of the Senate Supporting Funding for HIDTAs, which 
provides for a spending level of $227M for the HIDTA program and 
assumes that unless new legislation is enacted, the HIDTA Program will 
remain with the Office of National Drug Control policy, “where Congress 
last authorized it to reside.” 

• The document recognized that “the proposed budget of $100M ... is 
inadequate to effectively maintain all of the operations currently being 
supported, and ... would undermine the viability of this program and the 
efforts of law enforcement around the country to combat illegal drugs, 
particularly methamphetamine.” Senator Kent Conrad (R-N.D.) also 
signaled “strong support” for the amendment. 

• In the March 2005 hearing on Director Walters’ proposed cuts to various 
state and local drug law enforcement funding mechanisms, including the 
HIDTA program. Congressman Souder stated that Walters’ proposals 
were “premature and too sweeping.” He also took issue with the 
insistence of DOJ and ONCDP representatives at the hearing that the 
decision to fund the HIDTA program with only SIOOM was “pre- 
decisional.” In his statement, Souder said, “... it doesn’t take very many 
Republicans to do a wake-up call here that an arrogant approach that says 
‘Everything is pre-decisional, we’re not even going to talk to all of these 
people out in the country, we’re not going to present any evidence to 
Congress.’ You have not given any compelling evidence that says why it 
(HIDTA) should be moved over (to Justice).” 

• At the same hearing. Congressman Elijah Cummings (D-Md.) stated, “I 
believe that HIDTA would be better off the way it is. I don’t want it to get 
lost in the Justice Department. We have too many people who are 
depending on HIDTA to do the things that HIDTA does. The fundamental 
character and unique system of accountability will be lost if it is merged 
with OCDETF, whose mission is complementary but distinct.” 
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• At the March 2005 hearing. Congresswoman Diane Watson (D-Calif.) 
also vehemently opposed Director Walters’ proposals for the HIDTA 
program. Her testimony reads, “I don’t know what your data are, but I can 
tell you from what my people say in the region, this is a program that they 
can’t do without.” 
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NATIONAL HIDTA DIRECTORS ASSOCIATION RESPONDS TO 
ONDCP DIRECTOR WALTERS’ FY06 HIDTA BUDGET PROPOSALS 

Proposed Actions 

Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) Director John Walters has 
proposed reducing the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) program 
budget from $227M to $100M, representing a 56 percent reduction from its 
current funding level. He also proposes to transfer the HIDTA program from the 
ONCDP to the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) Organized Crime Drug 
Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF) program. 

Director Walters has recommended this budget without contacting the hundreds 
of state and local drug law enforcement leaders who comprise the 28 HIDTA 
executive boards, or those Congressional leaders who have supported the HIDTA 
program since its inception in 1990. Following is an assertion made by ONDCP 
to justify Director Walters’ proposals, and the National HIDTA Directors 
Association's response. 

Assertion #1: The U.S. O01ce of Management and Budget’s 
Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART) Score Suggests that the 
HIDTA Program Has Not Demonstrated Results 

NHDA response: When OMB implemented PART, ONDCP only provided 
HIDTA budget summaries and anecdotal information . Therefore, OMB did not 
have the data it needed to determine whether or not the program has demonstrated 
results. However, the HIDTA program has produced unquestionably 
demonstrable results, including: 

• Identifying over 5,000 drug trafficking organizations in 2004 alone, and 
disrupting or dismantling 791 international, 981 multi-state, and 1,329 
local drug trafficking organizations. Of these, 368 cases received 
OCDETF funding as well. The HIDTA program has a proven record of 
success against priority, high-level targets, and cases generated by 
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• HIDTA-fiinded initiatives have contributed a great deal to OCDETF statistics. 

• Operating 53 intelligence centers, which feature event and target deconfliction — 
both of which will be impossible to fund with the proposed HIDTA budget 
reductions. Event deconfliction, which is vital for ensuring officer safety, allows 
undercover officers to schedule a time and location for drug law enforcement 
activities, including drug buys and search warrants. Target deconfliction reduces 
the cost of multiple agencies investigating the same person, which had 
traditionally occurred because of systemic difficulties or the resistance to share 
information. 

• Developing the National Clandestine Laboratory Database in partnership with the 
El Paso Intelligence Center — the first federal law enforcement database to allow 
direct state/local access. 

• Seizing record numbers of drugs — drugs that will never reach the streets of our 
cities, towns, and neighborhoods. For example, in 2004, Chicago HIDTA task 
forces seized over a ton of cocaine, 40 kilograms of heroin, and eight tons of 
marijuana. There are 28 HIDTA across the country — imagine their impact on 
reducing drug availability. 

Director Walters himself, in the 2004 HIDTA Annual Report, stated, “the HIDTA 
program continue(s) to bring federal, state, and local law enforcement together to 
make a measurable difference in disrupting the market for illegal drugs. He went on 
to point out, "... this, in turn, enhances the security of our country from threats both 
foreign and domestic, and serves as a model for other agencies.” 

### 
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NATIONAL HIDTA DIRECTORS ASSOCIATION RESPONDS TO 
ASSERTIONS OF JUSTICE DEPARTMENT EXECUTIVE 

Proposed Actions 

John Walters^ director of the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP), 
has proposed reducing the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) 
program budget from $227M to $I00M, representing a 56 percent reduction from 
its current funding level. He also proposes to transfer the HIDTA program from 
the ONCDP to the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) Organized Crime Drug 
Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF) program. 

Director Walters has recommended this budget without contacting the hundreds 
of state and local drug law enforcement leaders who comprise the 28 HIDTA 
executive boards, or those Congressional leaders who have supported the HIDTA 
program since its inception in 1 990. Following is an assertion made by ONDCP 
to justify Director Waiters’ proposals, and the National HIDTA Directors 
Association’s response. 

Assertion #2: Catherine O’Neil) head of OCDETF, claims that 
moving the HIDTA program to DOJ’s Organized Crime Drug 
Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF) program will enable the 
Department of Justice to more effectively define its drug control 
strategy, establish clear priorities for its key programs, and 
allocate its drug enforcement resources appropriately. 

NHDA response: Catherine O’Neil and Director Walters apparently want to 
federalize the drug problem, when it is not totally a federal problem — it is a state 
and local problem as well. Centralizing the administration of HIDTA funding 
will weaken its ability to affect change in each distinct HIDTA region . Each 
HIDTA executive board, which gives an equal number of votes to federal, state, 
and local law enforcement agencies, develops its own strategy with and 
complementary to the National Drug Control Strategy. The boards implement 
their strategies by funding structured and formal initiatives, each with a mission 
that best uses particular expertise and addresses a specific threat. This type of 
information is most effectively identified at the regional — not national — level. 
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A targeted strategy implemented locally produces greater immediate impact while, at the 
same time, provides avenues for further investigation into multi-state and international 
trafficking groups . 

Director Walters has also proposed significant changes for the OCDETF program in 
FY06, allocating its funding among a number of federal agencies. Moving the HIDTA 
program from ONDCP to OCDETF during this transitional period presents even greater 
uncertainty for the effectiveness of the HIDTA’s federal, state, and local drug law 
enforcement activities. It’s the wrong move at the wrong time . 

m# 
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NATIONAL HIDTA DIRECTORS ASSOCIATION RESPONDS TO 
ONDCP DIRECTOR WALTERS’ FY06 HIDTA BUDGET PROPOSAL 

Proposed Actions 

John Walters, director of the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP), 
has proposed reducing the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) 
program budget from $227M to $100M, representing a 56 percent reduction from 
its current funding level. He also proposes to transfer the HIDTA program from 
the ONCDP to the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) Organized Crime Drug 
Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF) program. 

Director Walters has recommended this budget without contacting the hundreds 
of state and local drug law enforcement leaders who comprise the 28 HIDTA 
executive boards, or those Congressional leaders who have supported the HIDTA 
program since its inception in 1990. Following is an assertion made by ONDCP 
to justify Director Walters’ proposals, and the National HIDTA Directors 
Association’s response. 

Assertion #3: The level of funding proposed for the HIDTA 
program, combined with its placement at DOJ, will enable the 
program to maintain a strong focus on supporting state and local 
agencies. 

NHDA response: Ensuring a strong focus on supporting state and local law 
enforcement requires keeping the HIDTA program at ONDCP, the agency that 
has “disrupting drug markets’’ as one of its three goals. The HIDTA program’s 
first goal is to “disrupt the market for illegal drugs by dismantling or disrupting 
drug trafficking organizations.” Given the original placement of the HIDTA 
program at ONDCP. it is understandable that ONDCP’s strategy goal and the 
HIDTA program’s goal are complementary . In contrast, DOJ is responsible for a 
variety of other law enforcement-related issues and goals, and currently has no 
plan for how or where the HIDTA funding will be administered. It is unlikely 
that the HIDTA program will have a stronger focus at DOJ than it had at ONCDP. 
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Moving the HIDTA program to OCDETF is inappropriate because OCDETF is 
accurately described as an administrative, prosecution support system, rather than a 
bridge that brings together federal, state, and local resources to address regional drug 
threats. The move would eliminate local input into drug target selection, hinder 
information sharing, and remove the incentives for local agencies to participate in critical 
drug enforcement programs . In addition, OCDETF task forces, which are comprised 
mostly of federal agency representatives, do not provide investigative support beyond 
prosecution and money. Accordingly, OCDETF administrators will be ill-equipped to 
address numerous critical functions, such as intelligence analysis, that are routinely 
handled by HIDTAs . 

Moreover, the proposed funding cuts will have a profound effect on drug law 
enforcement at the local level. They will damage the cooperation and relationships 
among federal, state, and local agencies that the HIDTA program has facilitated over the 
past 1 5 years . HIDTA is not just about funding — it’s about cooperation, collaboration. 
and measurable results. 


### 
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NATIONAL HIDTA DIRECTORS ASSOCIATION RESPONDS TO 
PROPOSED MOVE FROM ONDCP TO OCDETF 


Proposed Actions 

John Walters, director of the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP), 
has proposed reducing the High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) 
program budget from $227M to $100M, representing a 56 percent reduction from 
its current funding level. He also proposes to transfer the HIDTA program from 
the ONCDP to the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) Organized Crime Drug 
Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF) program. 

Director Walters has recommended this budget without contacting the hundreds 
of state and local drug law enforcement leaders who comprise the 28 HIDTA 
executive boards, or Aose Congressional leaders who have supported the HIDTA 
program since its inception in 1990. Following is an assertion made by ONDCP 
to justify Director Walters’ proposals, and the National HIDTA Directors 
Association’s response. 

Assertion #4: In order for the HIDTA program to be the best it 
can be at important functions such as intelligence sharing and 
fostering multi-agency and multi-jurisdictional coordination, it is 
important for the program to be at the Department of Justice 
itself. 

NHDA response: Housed at ONDCP, the HIDTA program enjoys a degree of 
visibility, efficacy, fairness, and neutrality. This neutrality fosters an innovative 
program that is immune to turf battles, and maximizes the HIDTA program’s 
ability to leverage and coordinate federal, state, and local drug enforcement 
efforts. No other program in the federal government that integrates federal, state, 
and local assistance and financial awards allows this level of local oversight and 
direction . It is highly unlikely that this environment would survive at DOJ, since 
it does not currently exist there. 
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Additionally, if the ability to maintain the operational collaboration made possible by the 
current HIDTA organizational structure is lost, local law enforcement risks returning to 
the days when cooperation among agencies was episodic rather than systematic, delivered 
on a case-bv-case basis, and found to be generally ineffective in disrupting drug 
trafficking organizations . We cannot afford to take that risk — we must continue moving 
forward. 


### 
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^NOAC InsigHt 


The Official Position of the National Narcotic Officers’ Associations Coalition 


ABOUT THE NNOAC 


Since the beginning of the most recent drug epidemic in the 1960’s, law 
enforcement officers in many states have formed statewide narcotic officer 
associations. Most of these associations are involved in providing drug enforcement 
training for law enforcement officers and dmg resistance education to the public. 
Additionally, most associations worked closely with their own state legislatures and 
criminal justice policy organizations to develop strong drug laws and policies. These 
associations have been responsible for enhancing the professionalism of narcotic 
enforcement. 

Although many of the narcotic officers’ associations were very successful In 
representing the needs of law enforcement officers within their own state, they 
realized that they were not especially effective in working with the Congress or 
Federal criminal justice policy agencies. It became apparent to the leadership of 
these state associations that they needed to come together as a combined group in 
order to effectively represent narcotic officers at our national capital. 

During 1994, the funding for the Edward Byrne Memorial Program was 
removed from the Administration’s budget request. This funding was crucial for the 
continuation of many local and state drug enforcement programs. This was the 
catalyst for the foundation of the National Narcotic Officers’ Associations Coalition 
(NNOAC). The NNOAC was created in July of 1994 In Chicago, Illinois, when the 
leadership of many of the nation’s state narcotic officers’ associations came together 
as part of an effort to re-establish the Edward R. Byrne Memorial Fund. As a direct 
result of the NNOAC’s efforts and the efforts of many other concerned groups, 
funding was restored to this vital program. 

The NNOAC is currently comprised of 43 individual state narcotic 
associations, the six RISS projects, the National HIDTA Director’s Association, and 
the National Drug Enforcement Officer’s Association (NDEOA) representing more 
than 60,000 law enforcement officers from across the nation. The NNOAC serves 
as an umbrella organization, coordinating the efforts of these associations to 
address national Issues In Washington D.C. Each member association appoints one 
delegate to represent them at the NNOAC Board meetings. With, “one association, 
one vote”, every association receives equal representation regardless of the size of 
their association. The NNOAC is managed by an Executive Board, which consists 

National Narcotic Officers' Associations' Coalition 
P.O. Box 2456, West Covina, California 91793-2456 
Phone: {626) 960-3328 Fax: (626) 960-3328 
Visit our website at: www.natinarc.ora 
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of a President, Vice President, Secretary, Treasurer and Executive Director. Those 
positions are elected from within the ranks of the appointed delegates. The 
President appoints committees such as membership, drug policy and web-site, as 
well as five regional directors to represent each region of the country. 

The NNOAC represents its member associations by monitoring all relevant 
Federal legislation and policy. The Coalition focuses on domestic and international 
drug-related crime issues by developing and maintaining relationships with the 
Office of National Drug Control Policy, the Drug Enforcement Administration, the 
Regional Information Sharing System (RISS) and the National Guard Counter Drug 
Program as well as other relevant agencies and programs. 

The NNOAC allows state and local narcotic officers’ associations to work 
through their congressional delegations allowing for the unified voice in the nation’s 
capital. The Coalition actively researches, monitors, and supports legislature 
initiatives designed to increase the effectiveness of narcotic enforcement and law 
enforcement in general. 

Below is a list of NNOAC’s goals and objectives: 

• To ensure that the Edward R. Byrne Memorial Fund is fully funded in 
order to maintain the multi-jurisdictional drug task forces, which are the 
backbone of narcotics law enforcement. 

• To maintain, increase, and intensify drug asset revenue sharing - the 
most important tool that narcotic law enforcement has today. 

• To assist in the preparation of the National Drug Strategy. 

• To place more emphasis on the domestic side of the drug strategy by 
increasing state and local level involvement on the direction taken in 
the fight against drugs 

• To increase unification, networking, and act as a liaison for the 
exchange of information. 

• To have an impact on legislation affecting narcotic officers and narcotic 
enforcement in the United States. 

• To act as a conduit for the exchange of information, intelligence, and 
training guidelines affecting narcotic enforcement. 

• To identify and refer members to quality training for narcotic law 
enforcement officers to ensure their safety and effectiveness. 

• To act as a resource for states that want to establish a narcotics 
officers’ association. 

Over the past ten years, the NNOAC has been very successful in 
representing narcotic officers from its member associations. Our successes have 
included restoration of the full funding for the Edward Byrne Program in 1994, and 
providing support, which resulted in the passage of legislation regarding the ban of 
assault weapons, the Administration’s Crime Bill. The NNOAC has participated in 
policy meetings and conferences with other law enforcement organizations and have 
been active participants in the preparation of ONDCP’s National Drug Control 
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Strategy, the Department of Justice's National Methamphetamine Strategy, and 
DEA’s National Heroin Strategy. 

The NNOAC has also been responsible for increasing the awareness of the 
Administration and Congress regarding state and local drug enforcement issues. 
NNOAC delegates have testified before the U.S. House of Representatives and the 
U.S. Senate on a variety of drug issues, including the Byrne hearings, asset 
forfeiture, minimum mandatory sentencing, medical marijuana, funding for the 
National Guard, and the Certification of Mexico. NNOAC delegates have also 
participated as briefing team members for congressional study trips. In addition, a 
member of NNOAC was part of the President’s Law Enforcement Steering 
Committee, which consists of National law enforcement groups. This committee is 
responsible for advising the President on key law enforcement issues. NNOAC 
serves on the ONDCP committee to develop the National Drug Control Strategy, on 
the Advisory Committee for the Counter-Drug Intelligence Executive Secretariat for 
the implementation of the Central Counter-Drug plan. NNOAC also serves on the 
Law Enforcement Intelligence Forum (LEIF), which advises the U.S. Department of 
Justice, Bureau of Justice Assistance on Regulations regarding the collection and 
distribution of criminal intelligence information and serves on the committee for 
National Model Drug Laws. 

As the NNOAC continues to grow, so will its participation in the legislative and 
policy areas. To learn more about the NNOAC and our positions regarding Federal 
drug policy and legislation, please visit our web site at www.natlnarc.org . 
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Insight 


The Official Position of the National Narcotic Officers’ Associations ’ Coalition 


SUPPORT FOR CONTINUED HIDTA PROGRAM FUNDING WITHIN 

ONDCP 


President Bush’s recent budget proposal to Congress includes reducing the High 
Intensity Drug Trafficking Area Program funding from $228 million in FY2005 to $100 
million for FY2006. Additionally, the administration’s budget moves the program from 
the Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP) to the Department of Justice under 
the Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force Program (OCDETF). The purpose 
of this document is to present the impact such changes will have on the overall 
effectiveness of the program and its federal, state and local law enforcement 
participants. 

Moving the HIDTA Program to OCDETF will do nothing to enhance law enforcement 
and will hinder the continuation of partnerships and innovation that the HIDTA Program 
has fostered. 

The HIDTA program has enjoyed wide acceptance by the heads of state and local law 
enforcement agencies for two important reasons. Under HIDTA, state and local heads 
of agencies join with their federal counterparts on an equal basis to determine the 
direction of their individual HIDTAs. There is no other cooperative endeavor of this 
magnitude in law enforcement today. Secondly, the HIDTA program has been able to 
project a degree of separation from other federal agencies by its placement within 
ONDCP. Although ONDCP has shown a reluctance to administer the program, it 
should not be placed within a department that gives the perception that it is under the 
control and direction of a federal law enforcement entity. To do otherwise would 
certainly influence state and local participation and ownership of the program. 

Contrary to administration claims, HIDTAs around the country can demonstrate many 
successes and innovations that have had a positive impact on the national drug threat. 
As state and local law enforcement administrators, we stand together in support of the 
HIDTA program and against any effort to reduce its budget or move it to a department 
that adversely affects its neutrality. 


National Narcotic Officers’ Associations' Coalition 
P.O. Box 2456 West Covina, California 91793-2456 
Phone: (626)960-3328 Fax: (626)960-3328 
Visit our website at: vww.natlnarc.org 
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Distinctions between HIDTA and OCDETF 

OCDETF and HIDTA differ significantly in their missions and scope. ODCETF accepts 
and prosecutes significant drug trafficking organizations. To do this, OCDETF uses the 
buik of its funding for the salaries of federal investigators and prosecutors, with some 
funding allocated for operations and state/local overtime costs. OCDETF has nine (9) 
administrative task forces made up of federai representatives who evaluate and 
recommend investigations for sponsorship. The nine (9) OCDETF administrative task 
forces do not generate cases. Federal, state and local law enforcement agencies 
present cases to OCDETF for designation. The Consoiidated Priority Organization 
Targeting (CPOT) iist, a iist of international command and control drug traffickers and 
money launderers, is a major eiement of the OCDETF approach. 

HIDTA complements OCDETF. HIDTA Directors frequently sit on OCDETF committees 
and the vast majority of OCDETF cases originate within HIDTA-funded operational task 
forces, despite the administration’s claims that efforts to focus HIDTAs on high-level 
targets have not been successful. Preliminary CY2004 statistics, as of 2/15/05 (60% of 
HIDTAs), show HIDTA task forces investigated 425 cases with OCDETF designation, of 
which 134 qualified as CPOT targets. Well over half (57%) of the HIDTA cases were 
international or multi-state in scope, and the other 43% were local drug trafficking 
organizations. 

In 1988, Congress wisely recognized the importance of coordinating federal, state and 
local law enforcement agencies to effectively address the nation's drug threat. 
Congress established the HIDTA program to provide coordination of drug enforcement 
efforts in critical regions of the country. This coordinated effort was critical due to 
competing strategies within the federal, state, and local law enforcement community. 
Although ONDCP has periodically changed the program's mission statement, the 
overriding emphasis on coordination and collaboration remain its cornerstone. The 
second element of the HIDTA mission is the elimination of drug trafficking organizations, 
especially those that have widespread impact. Thus, the HIDTA mission complements 
that of OCDETF, but is not limited to CPOT targets. Preliminary CY2004 statistics, as 
of 2/15/05 (60% of HIDTAs reporting) show HIDTA task forces disrupted 711 and 
dismantled 373 drug trafficking organizations throughout the United States. These 
organizations met criteria that OCDETF and federal agencies had agreed upon for 
definition as a drug trafficking organization. The administration’s proposal to move 
HIDTA to OCDETF could result in fewer prosecutions of domestic traffickers. 

Building on the concept that the country faces not a national drug abuse epidemic, but a 
series of local drug threats, HIDTAs address regional drug problems based upon a 
unique threat assessment process. Many agencies have adopted this process as a 
conceptual and factual model. Each HIDTA develops its own strategy consistent with 
the National Drug Control Strategy. Executive Boards implement their strategies by 
funding structured and formal initiatives (task forces), each with a mission that best uses 
its particular expertise. Each initiative proposal includes measurable outputs. HIDTA- 
funded task forces are commingled and co-located with full-time federal, state and local 
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law enforcement investigators/officers. OCDETF has largely been unable to foster this 
level of federal-state-local cooperation. Any participating agency, including state or 
iocals, may iead a HiDTA task force, also a unique concept. 

HIDTA Executive Boards, comprised of an equal number of federal and state/local law 
enforcement executives, meet regularly to govern each HIDTA. Conversely, an 
Assistant United States Attorney manages each OCDETF and generaiiy deals with 
agencies on an investigator/supervisory level. The HiDTA management structure 
creates a ievel playing field among federal, state and local partners who understand all 
aspects of law enforcement and put the interests of the HIDTA above their own. This 
partnership concept does not exist in any other program, nor wouid it be likely to 
continue under the Department of Justice. Executive Boards hire directors who are 
highiy experienced law enforcement professionals. Directors act as neutral brokers for 
participating agencies and are charged with carrying out the collective policy decisions 
of their Executive Boards. This neutrality fosters an innovative program, immune to 
paradigm paraiysis. When a HiDTA initiative has served its purpose or become 
ineffective, Executive Boards can and do discontinue funding. No other program of the 
federal government that integrates state, local, and federal assistance and 
financial awards, allows this level of local oversight and direction. 

Oversight of HIDTA Initiatives is provided by participating agencies and by a structured 
seif-review managed by the Executive Board. The National HIDTA programs 
periodically send review teams to each HIDTA, and ONDCP has contracted an auditing 
firm to visit HIDTA fiduciaries, in addition, the General Accounting Office has reviewed 
the program on severai occasions. 

HIDTA’s most important contribution to the country is the partnerships it has nurtured 
among participating agencies. These partnerships, deveioped over years, have 
become an institutionaiized part of the program. This has ied to ieveraging of resources 
among its participants, which wouid have not occurred under any other program. This 
leveraging may include administrative and procurement resources that resuit in program 
efficiencies not seen elsewhere, and likely impossible under DOJ. Border interdiction is 
another example of leveraging resources. Although border interdiction is a federal 
responsibility, state and local officer strategically participate in this function under 
HIDTA-funded initiatives. Huge amounts of drugs have been seized and hundreds of 
violators incarcerated by these state/local officers. Many significant investigations have 
begun with interdiction cases. 

HIDTA Accomplishments 

Another cornerstone of the HIDTA program is the promotion of innovative methods and 
ideas. The evolution of the HIDTA intelligence subsystem exemplifies this approach. 
Historically, the sharing of intelligence among law enforcement agencies has been 
abysmal despite decades of attempts by federal agencies to create intelligence sharing 
centers. The program requirements of establishing intelligence centers within each 
HIDTA and mandating federal, state and local participation has resulted in the sharing 
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of intelligence on an unprecedented scale. The HIDTA.net/ riss.net/LEO information 
system architecture eiectronicaiiy iinks each HIDTA. Each HiDTA has direct access to 
multiple agency and commercial databases, and provides a full range of analytical 
services. HIDTA intelligence support centers (ISCs) now stand as object lessons in 
interagency cooperation, collaboration and coordination. HIDTA ISCs played an 
integral role in the investigation of the terrorist attacks on “9/11”, and because of their 
relationships, were able to obtain critical infomnation in a very timely manner. Although 
the Administration proposes to preserve intelligence sharing, it offers no explanation of 
how it would encourage or mandate participation in intelligence centers. 

Other innovations include: 

1. National Clan Lab Database - Built in partnership with the El Paso Intelligence 
Center, this was the first federal law enforcement database to allow direct state/local 
access. Many methamphetamine labs are rural in nature. Many HIDTA-funded task 
forces who address clan lab investigations would likely be disbanded if no HIDTA 
funds were available. The sources for this database would dry up, and fewer 
resources would be applied to the methamphetamine problem. 

2. Event deconfliction - HIDTA pioneered systems that allow agencies to engage in 
operations without fear that they would conflict other agencies. Event deconfliction is 
a requirement within the program, and is available to non-HIDTA agencies as well. 
Most events that are entered into this system do not relate to CPOTs, but, 
nevertheless, coordination remains critical to officer safety. 

3. Target deconfliction - Agencies have wasted countless resources investigating the 
same targets because of systemic difficulties or reticence to share information. 
HIDTAs have developed systems that allow agencies to share targeting information, 
and are actively working with DEA and other agencies to develop a National Virtual 
Pointer System that agencies will use. HIDTA credibility as a neutral entity has 
fostered this progress and the intelligence subsystems are making it work. OCDETF 
will be unable to mandate its use. 

4. Electronic intercept capabilities - HIDTAs have developed centralized systems that 
have revolutionized technical investigative capabilities around the country. Without 
the HIDTA wide-area-networks that make the systems work, agencies will return to 
inefficient mechanisms. 

5. RISS/HIDTA partnership - HIDTAs are members of the Regional Information 
Sharing Systems and have used the RISS to establish HIDTA.net, a secure system 
which connects all HIDTAs electronically. 

6. Operation COBIJA - a multi-agency, multi-state interdiction project hailed as the 
best such effort to have ever existed. 

7. Training - HIDTAs have leveraged existing training programs, by working with them 
to bring training to the officer, rather than requiring officers to travel. HIDTAs have 
collectively coordinated training for tens of thousands of state/local/ federal officers 
at very low cost. 

These are but a few examples of the innovations that HIDTAs have fostered. Each 
HIDTA has its own examples of how law enforcement has changed for the better 
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because of the presence of this program. The administration’s proposal uses CPOT 
cases as a primary measurement criterion, which is not necessarily the best measure. 

Conclusion: 


By taking a regional coordinated approach to implementation of the National Drug 
Control Strategy, the enforcement problems of target displacement, coordination, and 
cross-jurisdictional investigations are diminished. The HIDTA Program allows law 
enforcement to enhance enforcement activities, provide focus to regional problems, and 
facilitate cooperation between criminal justice agencies. Each HIDTA has developed a 
cohesive, comprehensive program combining regional, and locally focused initiatives to 
implement the national mission. 

The proposed funding cuts to the HIDTA program as set forth in the administration’s 
budget submission to Congress will eviscerate a highly successful program and 
eliminate the existing level of coordination of effort among federal, state and local drug 
law enforcement agencies. A budget cut of such magnitude (56%) would cause the 
elimination of some HIDTAs and make the funding of others so minimal as to render 
them ineffective. Furthermore, successful nationwide programs developed and 
administered by individual HIDTAs such as event and target deconfiiction of 
enforcement operations, intelligence collection and sharing, and training programs will, 
at least, be significantly reduced or in some cases discontinued. 
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NO AC Insight 


The Official Position of the National Narcotic Officers ' Associations Coalition 


PRESERVE THE BYRNE JUSTICE ASSISTANCE GRANT PROGRAM 

(JAG) 

AND THE HIGH INTENSITY DRUG TRAFFICKING AREA PROGRAM 

(HIDTA) 


The President’s Budget Request for FY 2006 proposes the elimination of the Byrne 
Justice Assistance Grant (JAG) program and a major reduction and realignment of the 
High Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas (HIDTA) program. These proposals would 
dramatically weaken America’s drug enforcement capabilities and would result in 
increased drug addiction and associated crime over time. 

The NNOAC encourages members of the House and Senate to reject the budget 
proposals for Byrne and HIDTA and ensure that each program is level-funded in FY 
2006. 


■ A comprehensive national drug control strategy includes robust state and local 
drug enforcement and institutionalized intergovernmental cooperation. Byrne and 
HIDTA provide these capabilities. Without them, our national drug control 
strategy is in jeopardy. 

• As we have seen in the past, decreases in commitment to the fight against drugs 
today will result in increases in drug-related crime and drug addiction tomorrow: 
resources used to fight illegal drugs diminished in the early 1990’s and drug use 
subsequently increased throughout the mid-1990’s. 


• If the proposals contained in the President’s Budget Request for FY 2006 related to 
the Byrne JAG and HIDTA programs are embraced by Congress, then the remarkable 
recent progress we have made in lowering drug use and crime will be in jeopardy. 

• Byrne has fostered a system of multi-jurisdictional task forces across the nation which 
has greatly enhanced the effectiveness of law enforcement in fighting the illegal drug 
problem. If Byrne is eliminated, task force participation - and therefore law 
enforcement effectiveness - will be drastically reduced. 
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If HIDTA is placed under the control of OCDETF or the Department of Justice, the 
most important benefit of the program will be threatened: enhanced coordination of 
effort among local, state, and federal agencies. 

Drug abuse costs America over 19,000 lives and $160 billion annually. While 
resources are shifting to the War on Terror, the sheer magnitude and impact of the 
drug problem means that we must not fight terrorism at the expense of drug 
enforcement. Drug trafficking is a daily chemical attack on American soil. 
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EDWARD BYRNE MEMORIAL JUSTICE ASSISTANCE GRANT PROGRAM: 
FUTURE OF STATE AND LOCAL DRUG ENFORCEMENT AT STAKE 



The FY 2006 President’s Budget Request proposes to terminate the Edward 
Byrne Memorial Justice Assistance Grant Program. Because the elimination of this 
program would reduce multi-jurisdictional cooperation in narcotics investigations and 
would severely interrupt state and local drug enforcement, the NNOAC strongly 
opposes this proposal. The NNOAC encourages Congress to fully fund the Byrne 
JAG program in FY 2006 and to restore part of the focus specifically to drug 
enforcement activities. 

In the White House’s summary of proposed cuts for FY 2006, the 
administration justifies its elimination of Byrne by arguing that the program has not 
adequately demonstrated results, and because the nation’s crime rate is at a 30-year 
low. The NNOAC believes that Byrne has not only contributed to this crime 
reduction, but that the reported decreases in drug use nationwide are also a result of 
Byrne-enabled enforcement efforts. 

The administration also cites increases in assistance to state and local law 
enforcement through new Homeland Security grant programs as a reason to 
decrease assistance through other accounts. It is true that overall assistance has 
increased since September 11, 2001, but assistance for narcotics enforcement 
efforts has decreased substantially. Funding received through Homeland Security 
grants is used by local agencies for purposes entirely different from drug 
enforcement. 

But not only have illegal drugs been demonstrated to fund terrorist 
organizations, we believe that illegal drug manufacturers, traffickers, and dealers 
perpetrate “chemical attacks” on the streets of America every day by creating and 
feeding addictions to dangerous narcotics. CDC estimates that every year almost 
20,000 Americans die due to drug abuse and its related consequences. ONDCP 
estimates that the cost of illegal drugs to our society is over $150 billion per year. To 
a degree we have learned to live with these high costs - in life and in treasure. But 
as narcotic officers, we cannot accept this as the norm. 

The Byrne program is a partnership among Federal, State, and local 
governments to create safe communities and improve criminal justice systems. 

National Narcotic Officers' Associations' Coalition 
P.O. Box 2456, West Covina, California 91793-2456 
Phone (626) 960-3328 Fax (626) 960-3328 
Visit our website at: www.natlnarc.ora 



760 


Since the Byrne program was founded, it has successfully funded drug education 
and enforcement programs through discretionary funds awarded to public and private 
agencies and formula funds disbursed to states. The majority of the funds In each 
state are passed on to local and regional units of government for the creation and 
maintenance of multi-jurisdictional task forces. 

Task forces such as those funded by Byrne have been extremely effective in 
apprehending drug suspects and taking supply off the streets. The key is local 
control of the task forces and information sharing among and across local, state, and 
federal jurisdictions. If Byrne were eliminated, many task forces would also be 
eliminated. State and local law enforcement would be stripped of one of its most 
effective tools in fighting illegal drugs. 

Even though we have made a real dent in community crime and drug abuse 
rates over the past several years, we must not sit back and relax. The problem is not 
solved. Now that we have some ideas about what works, we should redouble our 
efforts to make sure Byrne and other justice assistance programs are fully funded. 
And while we understand the need to dedicate resources to local law enforcement in 
a homeland security context, it would be a grave mistake to do so at the expense of 
drug enforcement. We must not relent on the drug traffickers who slowly destroy our 
communities from within as we turn our attention to the protection of our nation from 
international terrorists. 

Congress must choose in 2005: should the federal government turn its back 
on state and local narcotic officers who are partly responsible for the improvements in 
crime and drug use rates? Or should it recognize what has worked, embrace the 
Byrne program, and ensure that we don’t turn a blind eye to the problem of illegal 
drugs in American communities. We think the choice is clear. 
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THE EFFECTIVENESS OF DRUG ENFORCEMENT 
By 

Ronald E. Brooks 
President 

National Narcotic Officers’ Associations Coalition 

Congress must make a tough choice in 2005: should the federal government pull 
back in the fight against illegal drugs by eliminating or reducing funding for law 
enforcement assistance programs, or should it recognize the positive impact of strong 
drug enforcement and embrace the programs that have generated reductions in drug 
abuse rates and crime? 

If we accept that a robust national drug control strategy is dependent upon strong 
state and local drug enforcement efforts - officers on the street who are arresting drug 
pushers and reducing local supply - then we must not cut the resources available for 
these efforts. Federal assistance to state and local narcotics enforcement efforts is the 
incentive that has caused dramatic improvements in cross-jurisdictional cooperation and 
overall effectiveness. If the proposals contained in the President’s Budget Request for 
FY 2006 are embraced by Congress, all of the progress we have made in recent years 
will be in jeopardy. 

To justify the expenditure of scarce public funds for drug enforcement, we must 
first answer the question, “does a strategy of drug enforcement help to reduce the 
availability of drugs and does it improve the quality of life in America.’’ 

Our nation’s drug problems are extremely complex and it took decades for our 
country to reach the current state of affairs. It would be naive to think that the problem 
of drug sales and use could be solved quickly or easily. But by using a comprehensive 
approach that embraces enforcement, education and treatment to fight drug use, we 
can continue to dramatically reduce the use of illegal drugs and associated violent 
crime. 


Every day, state and local drug enforcement personnel witness how crime and 
drugs devastate communities and families, rob people of their worldly possessions, and 
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shatter hopes and dreams. The most painful effect of drug abuse and trafficking that we 
see is the threat to America’s young people. 

Since September 11, 2001, the federai government has shifted massive 
resources to address our highest priority - protecting our homeland and America's 
interests abroad, it is natural for ali of us to want to play a role in protecting our nation - 
and law enforcement officers are usually the first to step up. But in paying attention to 
homeland security, we must aiso remain focused on drug enforcement and prevention. 
In fact, drug enforcement has even greater importance today than it did before the 
September 11*' attacks. 

The damage created by the abuse of illegal drugs has not been erased by the 
events of September 11*^. Probably more than most Americans, the members of the 
NNOAC understand the danger that illegal drugs pose to the fabric of our society. We 
lost almost 3,000 Americans on September 1l"'. But every year we lose more than 
19,000 Americans to drug abuse and its effects. It must be understood that drug 
trafficking is terrorism. 

We must fight efforts to reduce our nation's commitment to fighting drug abuse. 
This includes fighting those groups that are working to legalize or decriminalize drugs 
through strategies of harm reduction, medical marijuana, and industrial hemp. It also 
includes proposals to eliminate or reduce federal assistance for state and local drug 
enforcement. The impact of diluted drug policies and a reduced federal commitment to 
fighting drug trafficking would be devastating to society. 

We have learned during congressional testimony by former Drug Enforcement 
Administration (DEA) Administrator Asa Hutchinson and Congressman Mark Souder, in 
the House Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, that the sale of heroin and 
hashish have provided significant financial support to the Taliban and Osama Bin 
Laden’s Al Qaeda network. We also know that the sale of pseudoephedrine by Middle 
Eastern crime groups has helped to finance the Hamas and Hezbollah. In a recent 
speech, President George W. Bush said, “terrorists get their money from global 
trafficking in narcotics... If you quit drugs, you join the fight against terrorism.” Clearly, 
the efforts of police officers across the country that risk their lives each day in the fight 
to eradicate drugs are performing an important service by reducing the profits used to 
support terrorism. 

As the United States shifts its resources to fight the war on terrorism, the pro- 
drug lobby is taking advantage of the situation by calling on our nation’s leaders to 
surrender in the fight against drug abuse. These individuals and organizations that 
propose drug legalization attempt to discredit our nation’s drug enforcement policies by 
saying that we have lost the war on drugs and that our country's limited resources 
would be better spent fighting terrorism. We simply state the facts: from 1979 to 1992, 
by using a comprehensive strategy of prevention, treatment, and enforcement, drug use 
in America was reduced by half. A fifty-percent reduction in any public health threat 
should be considered a tremendous success. But because our successes in fighting 
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drug use - and the benefits realized by these successes - are not adequately 
communicated, they have gone virtually unnoticed by the press and the public. 

Beginning in 1992 we took our eye off the ball. Throughout the mid-1990s, fewer 
resources were dedicated to a comprehensive fight against drug abuse, and 
predictably, drug use began to increase. From 1999 through 2003, however, resources 
began to flow back into the fight against drugs. We saw a leveling-off and subsequent 
decline in drug use and crime rates. Today drug use is down significantly and crime 
rates are the lowest in 30 years. This is evidence of what we can achieve when our 
leaders direct resources and attention to the issue. 

We must not rest on our laurels. The successes of the past few years do not 
mean that we can ease up on our commitment to the drug issue. We have already 
seen what can happen: witness the trends beginning in 1992 when resources were 
shifted away from the problem. 

During the release of the National Drug Control Strategy in 2002 President Bush 
said, “Drug abuse threatens everything that is best about our country. It breaks the 
bond between parent and child. It turns productive citizens into addicts. It transforms 
schools into places of violence and chaos. It makes playgrounds into crime scenes. It 
supports gangs. Over time, drugs rob men, women, and children of their dignity and 
their character." 

The Center for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) estimates that in 1999, 
fifty-two persons died each day as a direct result of drug induced causes. That is more 
than 19,000 of our fellow Americans, a steady increase from the 9,000 people that died 
from illicit drug use in 1990. And, the ONDCP currently estimates the annual economic 
costs to society from illegal drug use at $160 billion. In 2000, Americans spent more 
than $64 billion on illegal drugs. That is eight times the total federal expenditures for 
research on HIV/AIDS, cancer, and heart disease. Clearly, the sale of drugs on the 
streets of America is a chemical attack on our citizens. Yet, even these stark figures 
cannot capture the human tragedy of drug abuse. The loss of children to drugs, the fear 
generated by violent crime, the despair and corrosion of economic opportunity cannot 
be fully captured in dollar amounts or other statistics. 

It is time we realize that the loss of 19,000 lives and a cost of $160 billion makes 
drug trafficking an act of terrorism of tremendous magnitude. And yet many Americans 
continue to accept drug use as something that cannot be stopped. Our leaders in 
Congress and in law enforcement must continually educate the American people about 
the realities and dangers posed by illegal drugs. Although there are many links 
between drug trafficking and international terrorism, we only have to look at the death 
and destruction in our own country to realize the terror that is caused by the sale and 
abuse of drugs. 

Both polling and anecdotal information show that the American people want drug 
use eliminated and they are looking to law enforcement along with our partners in 
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prevention and treatment to stop it. But many in the media and other forums have 
downpiayed the threat posed by drug criminals. A common debate now portrays 
individuals who sell drugs for a living as victims rather than the hardened criminals that 
they really are. But that argument overlooks the real victims: the mother who loses a 
child because of a drug overdose, the family that can’t go out at night because of violent 
neighborhood gangs, the children who are poisoned in their own houses by their 
parents manufacturing methamphetamine, and the senior citizens who are prisoners in 
their own homes because they live in fear of drug violence. 

Drugs are at the root of much of the crime and blight in our communities today. 
Many crimes are directly related to manufacturing, growing, selling, possessing and 
using dangerous drugs. There are also many visible drug-related crimes including 
homicides, assaults, and property crimes committed by persons under the influence of 
drugs or trying to pay for their addiction. And there will always be drug lifestyle crimes 
and social problems, which are less obvious but no less attributable to the scourge of 
drug abuse. These problems include as domestic abuse, child neglect, prostitution, 
driving under the influence, homelessness, mental illness, lost productivity at work, and 
a shirking of one’s responsibility to family and community, all of which contribute to a 
weakened society. 

The statistical evidence is overwhelming: Increases in drug arrests are followed 
by drops in violent crime. Drops in drug arrests are followed by increases in violent 
crime. This is no surprise to the residents of drug-infested neighborhoods or to those of 
us who deal with these matters professionally. Make no mistake: violence is the primary 
tool of drug dealers. Drug criminals use force and intimidation to control turf, ensure the 
swift payment of drug debts, and deter those who might cooperate with law 
enforcement. A 1997 Bureau of Justice Statistics study of state prison inmates found 
that criminals who were under the influence of drugs while committing their crime 
accounted for 27% of all murders and 40% of robberies, a dramatic example of the link 
between drug use and violent crime. 

It is clear that vigorous law enforcement strategies can greatly reduce the 
number of victims of drug related violence. New York City’s experience with drug 
related crime control clearly proves that point. In 1994, the New York Police 
Department implemented a program that targeted those individuals and drug gangs that 
were believed to be responsible for much of the city’s violent crime. It targeted all 
levels, from street dealers to the drug kingpins that were responsible for supplying the 
bulk of the drugs that made their way to the streets of New York. The results were 
nothing short of phenomenal. From 1994 to 1998, narcotics arrests doubled from 
64,000 to 130,000. At the same time, serious and violent crimes dropped from 432,000 
to 213,000. In fact, New York City's per capita homicide rate was reduced to that of 
Boise, Idaho. The cumulative effect of this multi-year trend means that 750,000 people 
were spared from being the victims of violent crime and as many as 6,500 of our fellow 
human beings are alive today who would have been the victims of a homicide if had not 
been for the aggressive enforcement of laws including drug violations. 
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Conversely, the city of Baltimore, under the leadership of Mayor Kurt Schmoke, 
an advocate of harm reduction and reduced drug enforcement, suffered the 
consequences of a “soft” drug policy. Compared to the time period when New York’s 
violent crime was plummeting, Baltimore’s jumped to six times that of New York City 
and its drug overdose rate is now five times that of New York. To compare results, in 
1998, if New York had Baltimore’s homicide rate, the city would have been faced with 
3,000 deaths rather than the 627 that it experienced. 

One of the most accurate barometers of the relationship between crime and 
drugs is the Arrestee Drug Abuse Monitoring (ADAM) Program operated by the Bureau 
of Justice Statistics (United States Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs). 
It measures whether those who committed crimes tested positive for the use of drugs. 
The program includes the Borough of Manhattan and what it published in its 1997 report 
is shocking. Almost 80 percent of the male adults who were arrested for committing a 
violent crime tested positive for drug use. And this isn’t just a New York phenomenon. 
In smaller cities like Birmingham, Alabama and Omaha, Nebraska, the figures are as 
high as 60 percent. 

A 1980’s study of high school students in California and New Jersey indicated 
that 76% of the high school students studied that did not use drugs made that choice in 
part due to the fear of arrest and the social stigma associated with drug use. That is 
what drug enforcement accomplishes. It increases price, reduces availability, puts 
those that participate in a drug lifestyle in jeopardy of incarceration, and increases the 
negative social stigma associated with drug use. The potential for incarceration 
following a drug conviction is frequently the catalyst that pushes a drug user into 
treatment. 

We know that we will never arrest our way out of America’s complex drug use 
problems, but the evidence is clear that a strategy that embraces strong drug 
enforcement along with treatment and education is crucial if we expect to build on 
recent successes in fighting illegal drugs. 

When we look at the crime problem in America today we need to put it in a 
broader context. While the most visible manifestations of our crime problem are the 
crack dealer on the street corner, or the armed gang member terrorizing neighborhoods, 
or the carjacker lurking in a parking lot, we need to look beyond these people to one of 
the ultimate sources of our crime problems; organized international narcotics mafias. 

For the first time in our history, major criminals who live outside our borders are 
orchestrating criminal activities in the United States. All of the cocaine and heroin, and 
much of the methamphetamine and marijuana trafficked and consumed in the United 
States comes from abroad. The crack dealer and the gang member are simply 
surrogates for major international drug traffickers operating out of Colombia and 
Mexico. These major traffickers use violence and intimidation in their own countries and 
in ours, in the past decade the FARC and other criminal groups involved in drug 
trafficking have killed more than 3,000 Colombian Police Officers. 
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That is not to say, however, that street level drug dealers or local gang members 
are not responsible for their activities. On the contrary, these hometown criminals are 
the individuals who choose a life of crime, and work on a daily basis to denigrate our 
communities and terrorize our citizens. While it is difficult, although not impossible, to 
arrest and prosecute the world’s most significant drug traffickers, we have had major 
successes in reducing the levels of violent crimes in our communities, and reducing the 
numbers of juvenile offenders in recent years. Much of this has been accomplished 
with the help of federal resources and federal agency partners, but the bulk of the work 
is done by state and local narcotic officers. 

Law enforcement has been stretched thin, but we have made a real difference 
and have done so for a few key reasons. Civil societies are the product of an unspoken 
consensus that for whatever else we may desire, we all want to have safe 
neighborhoods, a chance to raise our families without violence, and protection of our 
property. Law enforcement is the last line of defense against the dark tide of drugs and 
crime that threatens our civil order. Societies that do not protect civil order don't last 
long. And drug traffickers are the engines of this century's social disorder. They 
terrorize our country state-by-state and community-by-community. They are so 
powerful that they terrorize entire nations like Colombia, Bolivia, Peru and Mexico by 
dominating and intimidating local law enforcement. They terrorize the international 
community beyond those borders by funding the forces of larger terrorism through such 
well-known forces of evil as the al Qaeda, FARC, Shining Path, Hamas, and Hezbollah. 
And they do so without regard for race, religion, gender, or political affiliation. 

But where does a civilized society turn to get the protection it needs from crime 
and violence? To the everyday men and women who answer the call to become a 
police officer. State and local narcotic officers walk willingly into the uncertainty and 
chaos on the streets of America to address the problems of drugs and violence at their 
source. 

As members of Congress consider proposals to eliminate or reduce assistance to 
state and local drug enforcement efforts, they should keep in mind two things: 

• Decreases in commitment to the fight against drugs now will result in 
increases in the drug-related crime and drug use in the future 
■ A comprehensive national drug control strategy includes robust state and 
local enforcement and constant intergovernmental cooperation. Without 
these pieces, our national strategy is in jeopardy. 


- 6 - 



767 



NO AC Insigfit 


The Official Position of the National Narcotic Officers ’ Associations ' Coalition 


CENTER FOR TASK FORCE TRAINING (CenTF) PROGRAM 

The National Narcotic Officers’ Associations’ Coalition (NNOAC) strongly supports the 
continued funding and use of the Center for Task Force Training (CenTF) Program. The 
Program, created in 1991 by the Bureau of Justice Assistance (BJA), U.S. Department of 
Justice, provides specialized training to law enforcement personnel serving on drug task forces 
funded by Edward Byrne Memorial State and Local Law Enforcement Assistance Program 
(recently referred to as the Justice Assistance Grants [JAG] Program) formula grant funds or by 
state or local funds. CenTF training is unique because it is directed toward law enforoement 
commanders and focuses on the management of multijurisdictional narcotics task force 
operations. The CenTF Program is administered by the Institute for Intergovernmental 
Research. 

The CenTF Program currently provides training in two areas: narcotics task force 
command and management and methamphetamine investigation management. Although more 
than 14,000 students have been trained since the inception of the CenTF Program, continued 
requests for workshops, as well as increasing drug problems — especially methamphetamine 
problems — throughout the United States, underscore the continued need for the training. 

Current Program funding of $1 ,000,000 supports the delivery of 34 narcotics task force 
command and management and methamphetamine investigation management workshops; 
however, it does not allow for all training requests to be met, nor does it provide for any 
increased requests for training. Many officers needing this training will not receive it. A total of 
$1,500,000 is needed in Fiscal Year 2006 to provide for the delivery of up to 50 law 
enforcement training workshops in the CenTF Program in a one-year grant period. 

As law enforcement professionals, NNOAC members understand the need to have 
specialized narcotics investigation training available for state and local law enforcement officers. 
Since 1991 , the CenTF Program has provided sophisticated, up-to-date training that focuses on 
narcotics task force management and methamphetamine investigation management. The 
NNOAC recognizes that CenTF training has benefited narcotic officers in every state. By 
providing timely training, the CenTF Program has greatly enhanced law enforcement’s ability to 
more effectively dismantle criminal organizations. Officers who have participated in CenTF 
training continue to overwhelmingly rate this program’s services as excellent. 

The CenTF Program is requesting the restoration of $1,500,000 in funding for Fiscal 
Year 2006 to continue to provide and enhance its capability to deliver specialized narcotics 
training. These monies will be used to train state and local law enforcement officers enforcing 
our nation's drug laws. The National Narcotic Officers’ Associations’ Coalition requests that the 
Congress provide the requested funding to support this essential program. 
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REGIONAL INFORMATION SHARING SYSTEMS PROGRAM 


The National Narcotic Officers’ Associations’ Coalition (NNOAC) strongly 
supports the funding and use of the Regional Information Sharing Systems (RISS) 
Program. In 1974, Congress initiated an effort to aid state and local law 
enforcement agencies by establishing the RISS Program. RISS is comprised of six 
regional intelligence centers serving law enforcement and criminal justice agencies 
in all 50 states, the District of Columbia, U.S. territories, Canada, Australia, and 
England. The RISS Program is designed to enhance the ability of local, state, 
federal, and tribal law enforcement member agencies to identify, target, arrest, and 
prosecute criminal conspirators and support investigation and prosecution efforts 
against terrorism, narcotics trafficking, organized crime, criminal gangs, and violent 
crime that span multijurisdictional boundaries. The six RISS centers are the Middle 
Atlantic-Great Lakes Organized Crime Law Enforcement Network (MAGLOCLEN), 
the Mid-States Organized Crime Information Center (MOCIC), the New England 
State Police Information Network (NESPIN), the Regional Organized Crime 
Information Center (ROCIC), the Rocky Mountain Information Network (RMIN), and 
the Western States Information Network (WSIN). 

As law enforcement professionals, we understand the need to be able to 
access a single-source agency that is able to act as a clearinghouse for the 
coordination and timely sharing of criminal intelligence information. Since the 
inception of the RISS Program, the six RISS centers have done an outstanding job 
of providing that service. The RISS centers have greatly enhanced officer safety by 
identifying known violent offenders and serving as a deconfliction system to help 
prevent undercover operations from overlapping. The NNOAC believes that through 
this system of deconfliction, the RISS Program has prevented officer injuries and 
deaths that might otherwise have occurred. The RISS centers are essential to 
providing a safer work environment for our nation’s law enforcement officers. By 
providing timely and accurate intelligence information, the RISS centers have greatly 
enhanced law enforcement’s ability to more effectively dismantle criminal 
organizations. The results of these successes can be measured in the number of 
violent career criminals that are removed from our communities and the reduction of 
illicit drugs that are available to our young people. 
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The major premise underlying the estabiishment of the RISS centers is that 
law enforcement and criminal justice agencies in various regions of the country need 
to instantaneously communicate and coordinate the sharing of criminal intelligence 
information. The RISS centers are designed to assist that cooperative relationship 
in a structured, efficient, and responsible manner. Presently, services are provided 
to over 750,000 sworn criminal justice officers in more than 7,000 law enforcement 
and criminal justice agencies throughout the United States. 

In keeping with the mandate of Congress and the needs of the law 
enforcement community, the RISS centers have developed state-of-the-art Web- 
based technology operated by RISS that provides a secure, private intranet easily 
accessible via the Internet to facilitate rapid communication and information 
exchange among member agencies and RISS center staff. More and more officers 
take advantage of eiectronic access to the secure RISS nationwide criminal 
intelligence network (RISSNET) to check RISS criminal intelligence databases and 
obtain information on RISS services. The foliowing are the six components of 
RISSNET; 

1. The RISS Secure Intranet 

• Utilizes Internet technology to provide a secure private intranet that 
connects the six RiSS centers and their participating law enforcement 
member agencies, as well as other agency systems operating as nodes 
on the intranet. 

• Ensures inexpensive connection to RiSSNET by ail RISS member 
agencies. 

• Provides secure eiectronic mail (e-mail) transmissions for enrolled RISS 
member law enforcement agency personnel to exchange sensitive 
information and for contact with RISS center staff. 

• Provides secure Web browser access by enrolled RISS member agencies 
to all authorized databases and services located on the RISS secure 
intranet. 

• The RiSS center Web sites, the RiSS Criminai intelligence Databases 
(RISSintel), the RiSS National Gang Database (RISSGang), the RISS 
Investigative Leads Builetin Board (RiSSLeads), the RISS Training Web 
site (RISSTraining), the RISS search engine (RISSSearch), and 
connections to nodes are iocated on the secure intranet for easy, secure 
access. 

• The RiSS Automated Trusted Information Exchange (ATIX) resources are 
located on RISSNET to expand communications and information sharing 
among law enforcement and other public safety and first responder 
agencies invoived in securing our nation from terrorism. These resources, 
including the secure ATIX Web pages, secure ATIX bulletin board, secure 
e-mail, and ATlXLive, facilitate the exchange of ideas, documents, news 
articles, and sensitive but unclassified information. 

2. RISS Center Web Sites 

• Each RISS center maintains a Web site to provide users with: 

• Easy access to the RISS center criminal intelligence databases. 
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• Information on other RISS services and resources. 

• Users are directed via RISSNET to their respective regional center 
Web site. 

3. RISS Criminal Intelligence Databases (RlSSInteO 

• All six RISS regional criminal intelligence databases are electronically 
connected. An electronic inquiry to one, several, or all six center 
databases can be made at one time. 

• RISS member agencies can access their respective center databases for 
subject inquiry and entry by using their Web browser via RISSNET, or by 
using secure e-mail to request assistance from their RISS center staff. 

• Access by law enforcement users to RISSIntel via RISSNET averaged 
76,81 1 times per month during 2004. 

• As of September 30, 2004, the number of criminal subjects maintained in 
the RISS criminal intelligence databases (RISSIntel) for all six centers 
combined was 794,220. The combined databases at all six RISS centers 
also maintained data on 1,246,565 locations, vehicles, weapons, and 
telephone numbers, for a grand total of 2,077,621 data records. 

• RISSLinks, an online data visuaiization and analysis capability, allows 
users to view information found in the criminal intelligence databases as a 
link analysis chart. 

4. RISS National Gang Database (RISSGanqj 

• A specialized database used to collect information on gangs and gang 
members. 

• Images, such as photographs of gang members, gang tattoos, and gang 
graffiti, can be stored for inquiry and dissemination. 

• Access by law enforcement users to RISSGang via RISSNET averaged 
5,372 times per month from January to September 2004. 

• As of September 30, 2004, the RISSGang database contained 53,236 
gang members and 8,590 criminal gangs. 

5. RISS Investigative Leads Bulletin Board (RISSLeads) 

• RISSLeads is a collaborative computer server, often called a Bulletin 
Board System (BBS) or a newsgroup server. 

• Allows law enforcement agencies to post information on the secure 
RISSLeads regarding a particular case or other law enforcement issue. 

• Access by law enforcement users to RISSLeads via RISSNET averaged 
362,410 times per month during 2004. 

• As of December 31 , 2004, 1 1 1 conferences were available on RISSLeads 
for member access. 

6. RISS Automated Trusted Information Exchange fRISS ATIX™) 

• RISS ATIX provides a secure means to disseminate timely information 
regarding national security on terrorist threats to executives and officials of 
public and private agencies in need of homeland security information. 

• RISS ATIX resources include the secure Web pages, secure ATIX bulletin 
board, ATIXLive, and secure e-mail. 
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Since RISSNET was implemented, over 20,358 member agency officers have 
been enrolled, with more connecting every day. Web traffic via RISSNET averaged 
4.7 million times per month during 2004 to search database records, post 
investigative leads information, and obtain information on services provided by 
RISS. Member agency officers also continue to use RISS telephone and 
WATS/patch communications for one-on-one contact with RISS staff for requesting 
criminal intelligence information, use of RISS resources, and referral contact for 
information exchange with other member agencies. 

Traditionally a law enforcement information sharing network, RISS is 
expanding services to address the changing needs of public safety by leveraging its 
established technological resource, the RISS secure intranet. This nationwide 
communications system enables a broader information sharing community. 

Through RISS ATIX, the Automated Trusted Information Exchange, RISS is 
bringing together the law enforcement community and other governmental and 
nongovernmental entities responsible for planning and implementing prevention, 
response, mitigation, and recovery efforts regarding terrorism and disasters. RISS 
ATIX is the secure means to disseminate national security, disaster, and terrorist 
threat information to law enforcement, other first responders, and key community 
officials. Current RISS ATIX participants include, among others, public service, 
public safety, emergency management, utility, and transportation personnel. 

Many state and federal agency systems have electronically connected as 
nodes to use the RISSNET communications and information exchange capabilities. 
The RISS and the FBI Law Enforcement Online (LEO) systems, which 
interconnected September 1, 2002, as a virtual single system, shall provide the initial 
sensitive but unclassified secure communications backbone for implementation of a 
nationwide criminal intelligence sharing capability as recommended in the National 
Criminal Intelligence Sharing Plan. A seamless secure connection allows RISS and 
LEO users access to both systems, as authorized, with a single logon. Secure 
e-mail is also available to users of both systems. 

Among the state systems connecting as nodes on RISSNET are the states 
participating in the Multistate Anti-Terrorism Information Exchange™ (MATRIX). 
State law enforcement resources will be available to MATRIX participants and RISS 
member agencies to enhance the ability of law enforcement to identify and analyze 
terrorist and other criminal activity. 

The RISS network was created for full interoperability of existing systems. 
The network architecture was designed to ensure that diverse technology systems, 
with little modification, could utilize the network. This nationwide network and its 
information databases can be used by state and local law enforcement agencies as 
their own system, thus eliminating duplicative databases. 

As submitted through Congressional Testimony before the Subcommittee on 
Commerce, Justice, State, and the Judiciary of the Committee on Appropriations, 
the RISS Program is requesting $45 million in funding for fiscal year 2006 to 
continue providing and enhancing the capability to share multijurisdictional 
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information on terrorism activity, narcotics, violent criminal activity, and gang 
information. RISS will also increase the number of agencies enrolled for electronic 
connection and direct access to RISSNET, and electronically link local, state, 
federal, and tribal criminal intelligence systems to RISSNET. 

Since 1792, over 16,500 law enforcement officers have died in the service of our 
nation. At the current rate, one police officer is killed every 53 hours in the United 
States. Additionally, more than 58,000 officers are violently assaulted each year. 
Nowhere is violence more prevalent than in the enforcement of our nation’s drug laws. 
The National Narcotic Officers’ Associations’ Coalition would request that Congress 
provide the requested $45 million funding to support this essential program. Failure to 
provide adequate funding and support for this crucial program could cost lives, not only 
among our country’s peace officers, but among the thousands of young people that die 
each year as a result of drug abuse. 
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^NOAC 


Insight 


The Official Position of the National Narcotic Officers ’ Associations ’ Coalition 


FUNDING FOR NATIONAL GUARD 
COUNTERDRUG PROGRAM AND 
THE GUARD CD SCHOOLS 


The National Narcotic Officers’ Associations Coalition (NNOAC) is comprised of 
40 state narcotic officers associations representing more then 55,000 police officers 
nationwide. The NNOAC greatly appreciates the counter-drug (CD) assistance 
provided to law enforcement by the National Guard (NG). We strongly support long 
range congressional funding for the National Guard Bureau's Counter-Drug Program. 

Cities across the United States are being ravaged by drugs that are smuggled 
into our country by air, land and sea. Some of our states have become “source 
countries’’ for illicitly manufactured methamphetamine and domestically grown high- 
grade marijuana. The Southwest Border is particularly vulnerable to the vast quantities 
of heroin, cocaine, marijuana and precursor drugs being smuggled into the U.S. across 
our very porous 2,000-mile border with Mexico. Also many of this nation’s major drug 
manufacturing, or distribution groups are being operated from command and control 
centers in Mexico. The task of stemming the flow of drugs into our country exceeds the 
resources of our Federal, State, and local law enforcement agencies. If we are going to 
be successful in protecting our citizens from the threat of illicit drugs, the National Guard 
must continue to receive adequate funding to maintain their counter-drug partnership 
with civilian law enforcement. 

Our mission, as narcotic officers, is to stop the flow of illicit drugs into our 
communities. We are mandated to improve the quality of life in our towns, and cities. 
Yet we live in a time where those of us in law enforcement face yearly budget cuts. We 
are frequently asked to do more with less. One of the ways that we have been able to 
continue our success in the daily fight against drugs is through the partnership that we 
have formed with the National Guard’s Counterdrug Program. Narcotic officers across 
the nation have greatly benefited from the CD support provided by the Guard. On any 
given day, the NG has over 3,000 soldiers and airmen on full-time CD duty. These 
dedicated individuals possess unique skill that are used to support Federal, State and 
local law enforcement and community-based demand reduction organizations in every 
state and territory in the nation. The NG drug prevention and demand reduction 

National Narcotic Officers’ Associations’ Coalition 
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programs, in partnership with organizations such as the Community Anti-Drug 
Coalitions of America (CADCA) and the CNOA Narcotic Educational Foundation of 
America, reach almost 10 million young people in this country to help motivate them to 
reject the use of illegal drugs. We in law enforcement have embraced the fundamentals 
and principals of community based policing. For this same reason, we must support the 
NG. They are truly a community-based resource and solution. These “citizen solders” 
are on the front lines of their own communities in this war on drugs. 

For the last five years, the NG “Governors’ CD State Plans” budget has been on 
a roller coaster. Every year the Congress has added money to the budget to attempt to 
stem the downward trend. In FY 99 the funding was adequate to support over 3,000 
NG troops in the CD effort. The NNOAC recommends continued support to return the 
NG Governors CD State Plans funding to a level of effort similar to FY 99, requiring 
$225M (a $65M plus up over the President’s Budget) in FY 2004. The NNOAC 
requests that this level be maintained, with annual adjustments for inflation and pay 
raises, to support the ceiling that Congress has authorized for CD support through the 
fiscal years 2004-2008. 

The NNOAC expresses our appreciation for the critical assistance provided by 
the members of Congress in adding $52 million to the FY 2003 NG Governors’ State 
CD Plans. The original FY 2003 budget was grossly inadequate and would have 
severely reduced the ability of the NG to provide consistent, effective support to the 
National Drug Control Strategy. The supplemental funding has enhanced the NG ability 
to accomplish its Congressionally directed mission to support drug law enforcement 
agencies and community-based drug demand reduction organizations. 

The NNOAC also supports the Western Region Counterdrug Training Team at 
San Louis Obispo, Ca. They offer training to law enforcement officers in the Northwest 
and Southwest regions and cover a variety of counterdrug program topics, to include 
money laundering, investigative techniques, and utilization of new technology. In 
addition, the WRCT is responsible for executing CD training required by NG CD 
personnel. Courses are conducted via Mobile Training teams, on a limited in-house 
basis, and distributive learning tools. Students attend from State, and local law 
enforcement agencies and the NG, We recommend they receive DoD CD funding of 
$3.0 Million in FY 2004. 

NNOAC is also strongly supported by the Regional Counterdrug Training 
Academy (RCTA), which is located at Meridian Naval Air Station, Meridian, MS. The 
mission is to provide tactical level CD instruction for street level police officers, and 
military CD personnel. The primary customers of RCTA are law enforcement officers 
from the states of MS, AL, GA, TN and LA, RCTA provides no cost training, lodging 
and food with the classes taught by LEA personnel. RCTA projects a student 
population of 4,400 with a budget of $4.2 Million for FY 2003. Presently the student 
waiting list is approximately 3,800 officers, with a waiting time for course attendance of 
6 months to one year. Increasing RCTA’s budget in FY 2004 to $6M would lower the 
waiting period and increase effectiveness. 
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Multi-Jurisdictional Counterdrug Task Force Training (MCTFT) is located at the 
St. Petersburg College in St. Petersburg, FL. The mission is to provide Task-Force 
training for police officers and agencies throughout the U.S. The school presents 
courses, taught by LEA personnel, using instructors at both onsite and at remote 
locations as well as satellite broadcasting. Courses of instruction target both LEA and 
CBO personnel. MCTFT projects a student population of 26,000 classroom and 70,000 
broadcast, operating with a budget of $6.4M for FY2003. NNOAC recommends 
increasing their budget to $8M which would allow them to increase classroom student 
training by 4,500 officers, 

NNOAC is also strongly supported by the Northeast Counterdrug Training Center 
(NCTC), which is located at Ft. Indiantown Gap, Annviile, PA. The mission is to 
provide tactical level training for law enforcement and demand reduction training for 
coalition professionals to the eighteen Northeast States, and the District of Columbia. 
The school provides no cost lodging, food and training to LEA and CBO personnel, 
taught by subject matter experts. NCTC projects a student population of over 5,000, 
and operates with a Congressional line item budget of $6.8 Million for FY 2003. NCTC 
has an extensive backlog of over 6,000 personnel, and is requesting funding of $6M. 

Congress, in the FY 03 Appropriations, directed a new National Guard 
Counterdrug school that is located in Camp Dodge, Iowa. This new training complex 
will utilize existing facilities and will provide counterdrug instruction for law enforcement 
agencies and community based organizations by certified civilian instructors, 
recognized for their expertise. This location is badly needed to support the thousands 
of law enforcement officers in the mid west, and northwest in their efforts to gain 
valuable training, that will result in increased drug seizures, and help ensure officers are 
safely able to perform their duties. With the $3M that MCTC was allocated for FY 03 
they will be able to train over a thousand officers. The National Narcotics Officers 
Association strongly supports funding at $3M for FY 04. 
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